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Current Topics. 
The ‘‘Times’’ on the Public Trustee Bill. 


‘Tr witt be a pity,” says the Zimes in a leading article on the 
19th inst., ‘‘if the fate—not to be regretted in the circumstances 
—of the Public Trustee and Executor Bill in the past session 
leads those who opposed it to dismiss the subject entirely from 
their minds. They will do well to examine coolly the case 
made by its promoters, and to frame an adequate substitute for 
the offensive measure.” The substitute which the Zimes suggests 
seems to be that solicitors should frame a set of rules for their 
own guidance as solicitor-trustees. ‘‘Had the Law Society 
some time ago taken up the matter with a firm hand—had it 
formulated stringent, but workable, rules to be observed, 
in its opinion, by all executors on pain of being primd 
facie guilty of misconduct—there need perhaps have been no 
legislation.” And the context shews that by “ executors” here 
are intended solicitors acting as such. It is suggested that 
the rules might provide that there should in no circumstances 
be any ae of trust and private funds, and that the bene- 
ficiaries should be automatically provided, yearly or half-yearly, 
with a statement deposed to on affidavit, giving full particulars 
as to the funds. Any deviation from the rules would be 
presumptively misconduct. As a further protection the capital 


moneys might, at the instance of a certain proportion of the 
beneficiaries, be yo into court, the whole management of the 


trust remaining, however, in the hands of the trustees and their 
legal advisers. It is pointed out that under such a system there 
need be no substantial interference with the solicitor-trustee or 
curtailment of his fair remuneration. But the capital would be 
in the custody of the Paymaster-General and under the control 


of the court. 


The Safety of Trust Funds. 

THE LATTER suggestion, of course, embodies one of the 
principles upon which the Law Society based its efforts to amend 
the late Bill; and the writer of the article referred to above 
quotes the p from the recent report of the Council of the 
Law Society in which this principle is stated. There is no 
objection to a public trustee who is the custodian, but not the 
administrator of the trust property. And payment into 
court would have the advantage that it would not mean 
the creation of a new official department. There is a real 
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peril, the Zimes points out, that a measure such as that 
which was introduced last session may be the nucleus 
of a department of State, costly and unwieldy. It must 
be met with something more than mere criticism. ‘‘ To prevent 
the evils which must sooner or later flow from the creation of a 
public trustee, with the national credit to draw upon, and a 
staff of subordinates, there could be no better way than to 
prepare, with the aid of two or three outsiders—bankers and 
other men of business—some rules or scheme which every 
respectable solicitor would observe.” These are suggestions 
which are well worthy of consideration. The promoters of the 
Bill have found that it is not so simple a matter as at one time 
appeared to rush a scheme for a public trustee through Parlia- 
ment. The practical difficulties have been realized, and in 
another session the question will doubtless be approached more 
cautiously. But another session will probably see another 
Parliament, and much may have changed in the interval. In 
any case, the time before the Legislature can again consider the 
matter should be used in an endeavour to deal with the one 
substantial difficulty—the occasional insecurity of trust funds— 
which lies at the root of the movement for a public trustee. 


Motoring and Parliamentary Action. 


THe crroutaR to local authorities upon the administration, 
continuance, and amendment of the Motor-car Act, 1903, which 
has been issued by twelve members of the House of Commons, 
including Sir James Ferevsson, who presided at the annual 
meeting of the Highway Protection League, will no doubt be 
carefully considered by the various authorities, and perhaps all 
the more so because it criticizes the circular of the Local Govern- 
ment Board in which local proceedings were discouraged. The 
Board proposed “for the present” to leave the matter of speed 
to be dealt with under the provisions of the Act, but it was 
discreetly stated that— 

‘* Tt must not be supposed that the Board contemplate that vehicles over 

two tous in weight ought to travel at a rate approaching twenty miles an 
hour, the maximum fixed by the Act, but unless it should be found advisable 
to lay down a definite speed limit in these cases, they would prefer to 
avoid doing so, and (subject to any regulations as to particular highways 
and places which may be made) to rely on the provision in section 1 (1), 
which makes it an offence under the Act to drive a motor-car on a public 
highway at a speed which is dangerous to the public.”’ 
Some of the House of Commons circularists ‘‘ would be satis- 
fied if the local authorities had power to regulate the traffic 
without the interference of the Local Government Board,” but 
they all agree that ‘‘complaints from town and country are 
every day increasing,” and will be glad of the opinions of the 
councils circularized on any of the points of the circular, or to 
consider any suggestions which the councils may have to make. 
The Act of 1903, by section 21, continues in force “ till the 31st 
of December, 1906, and no longer, unless Parliament shall other- 
wise determine ”—as no doubt it will. 


Liability of a Landlord for Injury through 
Non-repair. 

Tue peciston of the Court of Appeal (Corzins, MR., and 
Romer, LJ., Maruew, L.J., diss.) in Cuvadlier v. Pope (ante, p. 
712) is an important addition to the authorities on the liability 
of alandlord for injury to third persons due to the want of 
repair of premises in the occupation of a tenant. The rule on 
the subject was laid down by Denman and Lorzs, JJ., in Nelson 
v. Liverpool Brewery Co.(2 C. P. D. 311) as follows: ‘ We 
think there are only two ways in which landlords or owners can 
be made liable in the case of an injury to a stranger by the 
defective repair of premises let to a tenant, the occupier and the 
occupier alone being primd facie liable: first, in the case of a 
contract by the landlord to do repairs, where the tenant can 
sue him for not repairing; secondly, in the case of a 
misfeasance by the landlord, as, for instance, where he 
lets premises in a ruinous condition. In either of these cases 
we think an action would lie against the owner.” And 
it was held in the same case that the contract by the landlord to 
repair must be an actual contract. It is not sufficient that the 
landlord is in the habit of doing external repairs. There is a 

ce among landlords in certain cases to repair for their own 
interest, but there is not such “a uniform, certain, and well- 
established usage” as can be incorporated in a tenancy agree- 





ment, though probably it would be different as to a weekly 
tenancy: Broggi v. Robins (15 T. L. R. 224). But the mere fact 
that the landlord has undertaken the dutv of repairing is not 
sufficient to impose upon him liability for injury to third persons, 
It is further necessary that he should have notice of the defect 
in repair which has caused the injury. It was so held in Broggi 
v. Robins (supra), and the rule was repeated recently in Zredway 
v. Mechin (538 W. R. 136). ‘The tenant,” said Coxtins, M.R., 
‘is the occupier, and the tenant is the person who has the means 
of knowing, and is the person most interested in knowing, what 
the condition of the premises is; and therefore it has been held 
that a naked undertaking on the part of the landlord to keep 
the premises in repair is not broken if they are out of repair, 
unless the tenant has given him notice of the fact” It follows 
that, till he has had such notice, he is not in default, and is not 
liable for injuries happening to third parties. 


Landlord Not Liable to Members of Tenant’s 
Family. 

Boru in Broggi v. Robins and Tredway v. Mechin (supra) the 
injuries due to non-repair of the premises happened to a 
member of the tenant’s family. In the former case a child was 
injured in consequence of a defect in the floor, and in the latter 
the wife of the tenant was injured through the falling of a 
balcony. But in each case the landlord escaped liability upon 
the ground that he had no notice of the non-repair, and it was 
not necessary to decide whether, if notice had been given, 
persons so situated would have had a remedy. But in the 
present case of Cavalier v. Pope this question has arisen, 
and an important restriction has been placed upon the 
person who can sue the landlord under such circumstances, 
It is to be noticed that the cases in which the landlord 
has been held liable have been cases in which the injury has 
been caused, not inside the premises to a member of the tenant’s 
family, or to a person on the premises at his invitation, but toa 
member of the public who was passing the premises, or to 
adjoining premises. In Payne v. Rogers (2 H. Bl. 349) the 
plaintiff slipped through a hole in the pavement into a vault 
below in consequence of some bars which went under the pave- 
ment being out of repair, and the landlord was held liable 
to prevent circuity of action. “Tf” said Hearn, J., ‘we 
were to hold that the tenant was liable in this case, 
we should encourage circuity of action, as the tenant 
would have his remedy over against the landlord.” 
In Zodd v. Flight (9 O. B. N. 8. 377) the plaintiffs were the 
owners of adjacent buildings which were damaged in 
consequence of the non-repair of the defendant’s building 
which he had let in a ruinous state. Thus it is possible 
to found the liability of the landlord upon the ground 
that he has allowed the premises to become a nuisance to the 
public, and the limitation of it to cases where a member of the 
public is suing is suggested by the decision of the Court of 
Appeal in Zane v. Cor (45 W. R. 261; 1897, 1 Q. B. 415). 
There premises had been let in a ruinous condition, and it was 
held that the landlord was not liable to a person using the 
premises for injuries happening to him. He had no duty to the 
tenant, and he had consequently none toa stranger. The case, 
it was pointed out by Lopsgs, L.J., diff+red from those in which 
injury caused by property being in a dangerous state happened 
to one of the public on a highway or to the occupier of an 
adjoining house. The present case of Cavalier v. Pope differed 
from Zane v. Cox in that the landlord had undertaken to do the 
necessary repair. In consequence of his failure to do it the tenant's 
wife was injured. But the contract did not assist her case, since 
she could not sue upon it, and, so far as the landlord’s liability 
was founded upon a duty not to allow the premises to become & 
public nuisance, she was unable to take advantage of the liability. 
The Master of the Rolls held that there was no analogy between 
cases of public nuisance and cases where there was a defect in 
the interior of the house, and injury resulting therefrom toa 
member of the tenant’s family. Romer, L.J., concurred, but 
Martuew, L.J, ina dissenting judgment held that the plaintiff 
had a cause of action for deceit. She had been induced to 
continue in occupation by the representation of the landlord’s 
agent that the premises would be repaired. It is as well, perhaps, 
that this view did not prevail as it might have introduced 
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fresh complications in the law of liability for deceit, but it is 
unfortunate that the liability of the landlord under such circum- 
stances should be a matter of so much difficulty. 


Judgment Against a Joint Debtor under Order 14. 


Ir 1s a well-settled rule of procedure that where there are 
several joint debtors and judgment is obtained against one of 
them this merges the cause of action in the judgment, so that the 
laintiff cannot proceed further against the others. This was 
established by King v. Hoare (13 M. & W. 494) and recognized 


.in Kendall vy. Hamilton (4 App. Cas. 504), and was’ expounded 


by Bowen, L.J., in Re Hodgson (31 Ch. D., p. 188), where he 


-pointed out that, whether the rule by the light of pure reason 


and unassisted by authority might or might not have recom- 
mended itself tomodern minds, it was not purely technical. It was 
based rightly or wrongly on the idea that « joint debtor has a right 
to demand, if he pleases, that he shall be sued at one and the 
same time with all hisco-debtors. Andin McLeod v. Power (1898, 
2 Ch. 295) Byrnz, J , held that the rule applied where the joint 
debtors were originally made defendants to the same action, 
and judgment by consent was obtained against one; though in 
such a case it seems to have become merely technical and it 
exists only to defeat the ends of justice. Where, however, there 
is an application to enter judgment under order 14, and one 
debtor is allowed to defend, while the plaintiff has liberty to 
sign judgment against the other, rule 5 of the order expressly 
provides that the plaintiff may issue execution upon such 
judgment without prejudice to his action against the former 
defendant. This seems a clear indication that the rule in King 
v. Hoare is excluded in such a case, and so the Court of Appeal 
have held in Francis Walton & Co. v. Topakyan (53 W. R. 657). 








Of Process to Stop the Running of 


the Statute of Limitations. 
L 


Issue of Writ.—The various Statutes of Limitations impose, as 
is well known, a time-limit upon the bringing of actions to 
enforce cluims against persons or against property, and it follows 
from the nature of the limitation that the running of time under 
the statutes is stopped by the commencement of the action—that 
is, in ordinary cases, by the issue of the writ. Where the 
plaintiff has by inadvertence allowed the statutory period to 
expire he cannot cure his error by having the writ ante-dated. 
By R. 8. C., ord. 2, r. 8, it is required #hat every writ of 
summons shall bear date on the day on which it is issued— 
that is, on the day on which it is sealed (ord. 5, r. 11). 
This is a repetition of section 5 of the Common Law Procedure 
Act, 1852, and it was held in Clarke v. Smith (1858, 2 H. & N. 
753) that it excluded any power in the court to alter the date 
of the writ so as to save the statute. Hence the original writ 
must be issued before the statute has run. 

Amendment as to Parties.—But the issue of the writ is not 
conclusive of the parties to or the claim in the action. Formerly 
an error as to parties led to a nonsuit. This made the proceed- 
ings abortive, and, if the statute had run, it was impossible to 
commence fresh proceedings. But the court does not readily 
allow effect to irregularities of procedure where the effect would 
be to nullify the proceedings after the statute has run : see Markey 
Ve Dowdell (1852, 2 Ir. O. L. R. 117), And where the plaintiff 
was non-suited for joinder of improper parties, the court might 
set aside the non-suit, and give the plaintiff leave to amend by 
striking out parties: Crawfurd v. Cocks (1851, 20 L. J. Ex. 
169). Non-suit is now abolished and no cause is defeated by 
reason of the misjoinder or non-joinder of parties. The court 
has power under ord. 16, r. 11, to allow parties to be struck out or 
joined, and s» an action commenced by a writ defective as to 
parties may be turned into a goud action. 

Adding D-fendants.—W here parties are struck out no question 
of the statute arises. But where parties are added it is possible 
that the statute may have run in favour of the new party since 

® issue of the writ. Under the former practice a real 
defendant was allowed to be substituted for a nominal defendant, 





and the suit against such real defendant was deemed to have com- 
menced when the writ was issued. This was done in Coombsv. Bristol 
and Exeter Railway Co. (1858, 1 F. & F. 206), where the defendant 
company was substituted for its officer. But a change of this 
nature does not affect the actual rights of the parties. A 
plaintiff also was allowed before service of the writ to correct a 
mistake in the name cr number of the defendants, and to have 
it resealed without altering the teste: Gibson v. Varley (1856, 26 
L. J. Q. B. 79). But under the present practice this apparently 
would not be practicable, and the addition of a new defendant 
would have to be effected under ord. 16, r. 11; though, before 
service, if no question of the statute is likely to arise, the 
amendment might be effected without order on a master’s fiat 
(Pract. Mast. Rule 13). In Challinor v. Roder (1885, 1 T. L. R. 
527) the question arose whether a defendant could be added after 
the statute had run in his favour, and the court differed. An 
action brought against three executors named one as JouN 
Hitt instead of Jonny Myatr. After the claim would have 
been barred against Joun Myart, the plaintiff applied 
for leave to amend under ord. 16, r. 11, by substituting 
his name for that of Joun Huu. ‘The leave was granted 
at chambers and on appeal to the Divisional Court Denmay, 
J., delivered judgment affirming the order, while Grove, 
J., dissented. The appeal was accordingly dismissed. 
Denman, J., pointed out that it was only just to the co-executors 
that Myarr should be joined, and as power to join him existed 
under ord. 16, r. 11, it ought to be exercised. Grove, J., pre- 
ferred to follow the usual rule that an amendment is not to be 
allowed so as to deprive the defendant of the benefit of the Statute 
of Limitations. Tne object of the amendment was to fasten a 
personal liability on Myarr, since the plaintiff could get his 
remedy against the estate without him; and as regards the 
personal liability Myarr was entitled to the benefit of the 
statute. 

Adding New Cause of Action.—A similar question arises where, 
without altering the parties, an attempt is made to introduce by 
amendment a fresh cause of action which has become barred 
since the issue of the writ, but it is settled that such 
an amendment will not be allowed. In Weldon v. 
Neal (1887, 19 Q. B. D. 395) Lord Esner, M.R., referred to 
the settled rule of practice that ‘‘amendments are not admis- 
sible when they prejudice the rights of the opposite party as 
existing at the date of such amendments.” Under very peculiar 
circumstances, he said, the court might perhaps have power to 
allow such an amendment, but certainly as a general rule it will 
not do so. Hence an amendment which would deprive the 
defendant of the benefit of the statute was not allowed. And 
this rule has been acted upon since: Hudson v. Fernyhough 
(1890, 61 L. T. 722, on spp. 34 Soxrcrrors’ JournaL 228), 
Lancaster vy. Moss (1899, 15 T. L. R. 476). And similarly a 
defendant cannot amend if the effect of the amendment is to 
shew that a third party is liable, and if the statute has run in 
favour of such third party: Steward v. North Metropolitan 
Tramways Co. (1886, 16 Q. B. D. 556). These cases seem to 
shew that Challinor v. Roder is not reliable, and whether the 
amendment is intended to introduce a new party, or a new cause 
of action, after the statute has run it will not be allowed. 
Though possibly the rule would not extend to the alteration of 
the Christian name of the defendant where an error had been 
made: see Ryan v. Sheehy (1848, 12 Ir. L. R. 44). 

Renewal of Writ.—But the issue of the writ is by no means 
the same as the effective prosecution of the action, and the time- 
limit is sometimes capable of considerable extension by 
successive renewals of the writ. Under section 11 of the 
Common Law Procedure Act, 1852 (15 & 16 Vict. c. 76), no 
restriction was placed on successive renewals. The original 
writ was in force for only six months, but if any defendant had 
not been served the writ might be renewed at any time before 
its expiration for six months from the date of renewal, and so 
on from time to time during the currency of the renewed writ. 
The renewal was effected by having the writ resealed, and it 
was expressly provided that a writ so renewed should remain in 
force and be available for preventing the operation of the 
Statute of Limitations. But to obtain a resealing and a 
consequent renewal of the writ it was necessary to produce the 
original writ. If this was lost the court could not allow a 
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resealing of a verified copy so as to save the statute: Davies v. 
Garland (1876, 1 Q. B. D. 250). 

There was naturally a tendency to put off renewal till towards 
the end of the six months, and numerous cases arose where a 
plaintiff had waited too long and then asked the indulgence of 
the court. It was settled that the period of six months was to 
be counted inclusive of the day of renewal: Anon (1863, 1H. &C. 
664), of. Anon (1854, 24 L. J. Q. B. 23). And the plaintiff was 
bound to come strictly within the time. If he did this and 
failed to obtain a renewal through the default of an officer of 
the court, he was entitled to indulgence : Nazer v. Wade (1861, 1 
B. & 8. 728), Anon (1862, 31L. J.Q. B. 61). But he got no 
indulgence if he came to renew on the last day and found the 
office properly shut: Hvans v. Jones (1862,2 B. & 8. 45). 
If the Test day was a Sunday, he was bound to renew on the 
Saturday: Anon (1854, 24 L. J. Q. B. 23); and so, if for one or 
more of the last days the office was closed for holidays, he was 
bound to come on the last day before the expiration of the six 
months when the office was open: Anon (1862, 31 L. J. Q. B. 
61). If, however, the failure to renew in time was due to the 
inadvertence of the plaintiff’s solicitor, the court would order a 
resealing of the writ mune pro tunc so as to save the statute: 
Bailey v. Owen (1860, 9 W. R. 128), Naser v. Wade (supra), 
Anon (1862, 31 L. J. Q. B. 61). 

The corresponding Irish provision for renewal was contained 
in section 28 of the Common Law Procedure Amendment 
(Ireland) Act, 1853 (16 & 17 Vict. c. 113), but with an important 
variation, the proviso at the end of the section enacting that the 
renewed writ should not be available to prevent the operation 
of the Statute of Limitations, unless the renewal was ‘“‘ had by 
leave of the court or a judge on an affidavit to satisfy the said 
court or a judge that reasonable diligence was used to effect 
service thereof.” But where there were several defendants and 
the renewal was allowed upon an affidavit of inability to serve 
one defendant, this saved the statute as to all, although the 
others could have been served and were not: Dickson v. Capes 
(1860, 11 Ir. 0. L. R. 334). 

Renewal of writs in England is now regulated by R. 8. O. 
ord. 8, r. 1, and for Ireland by R. S. ©. (Ir.) 1891, ord. 8, r. 1, 
and these rules follow the lines of the Irish Common Law 
Procedure Act, 1853. Twelve months is allowed for the 
currency of the orig:nal writ; but if any defendant has not been 
served, the plaintiff may, before the expiration of the twelve 
months, apply to the court or a judge for leave to renew the 
writ; and “the court or judge, if satisfied that reasonable efforts 
have been made to serve such defendant, or for other good reason, 
may order that the original or concurrent writ of summons be 
renewed for six months from the date of such renewal inclusive, 
and so from time to time during the currency of the renewed 
writ.” The writ is renewed by a fresh sealing, and the rule 
repeats the express provision of section 11 of the Common Law 
Procedure Act, 1852, that the renewed writ shall remain in force 
and be available to prevent the operation of the Statute of 
Limitations from the date of the issuing of the original writ of 
summons. Thus, as compared with section 11, the rule expressly 
makes the six months inclusive of the day of renewal, and it 
= the plaintiff of the right of renewal. The renewal can 
only be effected by leave, and to obtain this leave the plaintiff 
must come within the twelve months of the currency of the 
original writ or the six months of the currency of a renewed 
writ. Provision for the case of a lost writ is now made by ord. 
8, r. 3, and a copy may be sealed on renewal. 

Enlargement of Time for Renewal.—The court or a judge has 
power under ord. 64, r. 7, to enlarge any time appointed by the 
rules, even though the application for the enlargement is not 
made till after the expiration of the appointed time, but this is 
a power which will not be exercised so as to enable a plaintiff 
against whom the statute has run to proceed with his action: 
Doyle v. Kaufman (26 W. R. 98,3 Q. B. D. 7, 340), Magee v. 
Hastings (1891, 28 L. R. Ir. 288); and the Court of Appeal 
followed Doyle v. Kaufman in Hewett v. Barr (39 W. RB. 294; 
1891, 1 Q. B. 98), where the omission to apply for renewal in 
in time was accidental, though Kay, L.J., thought that under 
exceptional circumstances the court might under the above rule 
have power to allow an extension of time. This, however, does 
not appear to have been actually done in any reported case, and 





| —— reform is beset with the 


the principle is, just as in the case of amendment (supra), that 
the court will not exercise its power of enlargement so as to 
deprive a defendant of his existing right under the Statute of 
Limitations. Where, however, an original writ has been duly 
kept in force, and it is found necessary to issue a concurrent writ 
for service out of the jurisdiction, this may be allowed, notwith- 
standing that the statute has then run: Smalpage v. Tonge (34 
W. R. 768, 17 Q. B. D. 644). 

Effect of Renewal.—Leave to renew is necessary, although the 
original writ was issued before the Judicature Act, 1873 (Hume 
v. Somerton, 38 W. R. 748, 25 Q. B. D. 239), though it is un- 
likely that any such writs are still current. But where leave 
is given, and there are several defendants, the principle of Dick. 
son v. Capes (supra) seems to apply, so that the statute will be 
saved as regards all. The pendency of the writ does not 
exclude the statute for purposes so as to enable 
a fresh action to be begun after the statute has run, 
Thus, under section 11 of the Common Law Procedure Act, 
1852, where a creditor had issued, but had not served, a writ in 
the Common Pleas Division against an administrator for a debt 
not then barred by statute, this did not keep alive the debt so 
as to enable him within six months, but after the statute had 
run, to take out an administration summons in the Chancery 
Division: Manby v. Manby (1876, 3 Ch. D.101). The writ - 
saves the statute for the purpose of the particular action whi 
it originates, and any renewals must be in strict accordance 
with the rules: ¢f. under the old practice, Pratt v. Hawkim 
(1846, 15 M. & W. 399). 


(Zo be continued.) 








Reviews. 


The Law Quarterly Review. 


THe Law QuaRTERLY REVIEW. Edited by Sir FREDERICK PoLLock, 
Bart., D.C.L., LL.D. July, 1905. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


The current number of the Law Quarterly Review contains an 
important and interesting article by Mr. A. V. Dicey, K.C., on “The 
Paradox of the Land Law.” The subject is presented in the follow- 
ing opening sentence: ‘‘ To the student of legal history the develop- 
ment of the English land law from 1830 to 1900 presents this 
paradox : incessant «.odifications or reforms of the law, which extend 
over seventy years, and have certainly not yet come to an end, have 
left unchanged, in a sense almost veer. Meat 4 the fundamentals of the 
law with re to land.” There follows a list of the long series of 
Acts extending from the Fines and Recoveries Act, 1833, and the 
other legislation of that period, down to the Conveyancing Acts, the 
Settled Land Acts, and the Land Transfer Acts. ‘‘ From the 
immense amount of this legislative action it is natural to suppose 
that something like a revolution in the whole system of land tenure 
has been effected. Nor can one doubt that if Eldon or his contem- 
poraries could be brought again to life, their first impression would 
be that the triumph of liberalism, of Benthamism, or, as they would 
express it, Jacobinism, was complete, and that the old English land 
law as they knew it was a thing of the past.” But Mr. Dicey 
points out that this impression would be erroneous. ‘In truth, 
explain the matter as you will, the fundamentals of the land law 
remain unchanged. They were in 1900, they are still to-day, what 
they were in 1800, or indeed what they were in the time of Blackstone. 
They may be designated by the terms Primogeniture, the Rule against 
Perpetuities, Strict Settlements, the Private Conveyance of Land, and 
Freedom of Testamentary Disposition.” And he proceeds to inquire 
what are the reasons of this maintenance of a system ‘‘ admirably 
suited for an aristocratic and a plutocratic society.”” Fresh from the 
publication of his notable book on Law and Opinion, the learned 
author naturally observes that the reasons all resolve themselves, at 
bottom, into the condition of public opinion, and he sums them up 
under three heads. 

The first point is that the reform of the English law is itself a task 
of nosmall difficulty. ‘‘ Confiscation or revolutionary violence might 
po doubt get rid of all the technical problems which hamper the 
action of intelligent reformers. Robbery is an easy though an un- 
satisfactory operation. But at no time for — centuries have 
Englishmen been pre to effect even beneficial changes at the 
cost of obvious injustice to innocent persons. The statesman who 
revolutionizes the land law must attain his object by legal means which 
do not shock the conscience of the English le.” But systematic 
ial difficulty that it depends 
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side of the reformer. ‘‘ The successful innovator must have thoroughly 
mastered the intricacies of the law of real property. He must be an 
expert. He ought to be a conveyancer, and a conveyarcer of genius. 
But legal experts, and certainly English conveyancers, are in no hurry 
to revolutionize a system which enlists their sympathies and promotes 
their interests.”” The history of the French Revolution shews, how- 
ever, a8 Mr. Dicey says, that technicalities would not stand in the 
way if there was really a desire for change. ‘‘If there arose a strong 
pular demand for large thorough-going changes, technical 
ifficulties would vanish in a moment. Specialists would place their 
knowledge and skill at the service of revolutionists, and any knots 
which could not be untied would be cut through.” 

But in fact the change which would secure division of the land 
is opposed to certain rooted convictions which have extensive 
prevalence. ‘‘No English party has earnestly agitated for the only 
legislation which might at once break up large estates and foster the 
growth of a body of small landowners. Where are we to find the 
popular leader who has seriously attacked freedom of testamentary 
disposition? In plain truth, the equal division of a man’s property 
at death, when made compulsory by law, is inconsistent with two 
ideas which custom no less than law has by degrees impressed deeply 
on the minds of Englishmen belonging to the wealthier classes. The 
one is the belief that it is fitting for a man of means to ‘ make an heir,’” 
and this is effected by strict settlements more than by primogeniture. 
“The other is the firm conviction that every man ought to have the 
right to dispose by will of the property of which he is the owner. 
This testamentary freedom is a thing which few Englishmen are 
prepared to surrender ; the exercise of it has come to be considered a 
right conferred by nature.” But while testamentary freedom often 
results in an equal division of property, it is opposed to any com- 
pulsory division, and thus stands in the way of the only kind of legis- 
lation by which equal division can be enforced, 

Another of the reasons to which Mr. Dicey ascribes the absence of 
any fundamental change in the land laws is that the people of this 
country are not ‘‘ possessed by that vehement desire for the owner- 
ship of land which is certainly common in some continental countries, 
and in Ireland, if one may believe the best authorities, amounts to a 
passion,” Partly this may be due to economical reasons. Land is 
not a lucrative investment. Its cultivation means low profits, and 
the natural tendency is to abandon it for the bigger returns of trade. 
“The low profits to be derived from the cultivation of land, the 
attractions of trade, the material advantages and the adventuresome- 
ness of emigration, and the attractions of town life, have all told 
against the growth of a strong desire among the poorer members of 
the community for the ownership of land. But until this desire 
becomes among the great body of Englishmen a strong one, it is 
hardly possible that there should arise an effective demand for such a 
change in the land law as might lead to the sub-division of large 
estates. Where rich men delight in the ownership of large estates, 
and the poor do not keenly hunger after the possession of landed pro- 
perty, the land law is likely to represent the ideas and to meet the 
wishes of the rich.” 

Mr. Dicey finds his third reason in a fact which he has brought out 
with much clearness in Law and Opinion. #“‘ Alterations in the 
fundamental principles of the English land law have been arrested by 
the latent conflict between Benthamite individualism and democratic 
collectivism ; modern socialism has stopped the progress of early radical- 
ism.”” An instance is in the changed view of the inclosure of commons. 
To Bentham this was ‘‘ one of the greatestand best-understood improve- 
ments.” ‘‘ Happy conquestsof peacefulindustry!”’ he exclaimed, ‘‘ noble 
aggrandisements, which inspire no alarms and provoke no enemies! ” 
And this was part of the theory which saw true national prosperity 
in free trade in land and the creation of a multitude of owners. But 
in the latter part of the last century the individualism of the philo- 
sophical radicals gave way to democratic socialism, or, to use a milder 
term, collectivism. The division of common lands had become 
“robbery of the poor,” and a tenant for life, empowered by the 
Working Classes Act, 1890, s. 74, to sell the settled fand at a beer 
price when required for working men’s dwellings, was enco to 

generous at other people’s expense so long as his liberality 
benefited, or was supposed to benefit, the working classes. 

The movement towards socialism, Mr. Dicey observes, might seem 
at first sight likely to augment the force of the assault upon the 
existing law. ‘‘ Why should not land reformers of every school unite 
in the attack upon any law or institution to which they all of them 
in fact objected ? This was the question raised and answered in favour 
of common action from 1870 to 1873 by Mill. He obviously held that 
there was no reason why A. should not join with B. in facilitating the 
transfer of land or in the abolition of the law of primogeniture, even 
though A. were disciple of Cobden and B. were a collectivist who held 
the goal of all reform to be the complete nationalization of landed pro- 
perty.” But this policy was doomed to failure. ‘‘ The free transfer of 
land is a step not towards but away from the nationalization of the land. 
Even the abolition of primogeniture may well be looked upon by a 
Socialist endowed with any foresight as a measure which, if it pro- 





duces any effect whatever, will increase the number of landowners, 
and thereby raise up formidable opponents to any proposal for the 
transfer of land from individuals to the state.” Mr. Dicey illustrates 
this from France and America. ‘‘ If it be true, as it very possibly is, 
that to make land easily saleable will not in England create a body 
of peasant proprietors or yeomen. this reflection exactly in so far as it 
lessens the opposition of collectivists abates the zeal of individualists. 
The whole history of public opinion during the last forty years bears 
witness to the conflict, sometimes tacit, sometimes pm between - 
schools of land reformers who pursued two opposed ideals. The pro- 
gress of collectivism is marked in each volume of the statute book ; 
the slowness of its progress bears witness to the power of surviving 
Benthamism.” 

Mr. Dicey concludes his article as follows: ‘‘ The hostility of old 
radicalism to new collectivism has divided the army of reformers. 
Collectivists and Tories have unconsciously not for the first, and 
assuredly not for the last, time played into one another’s hands. The 
force of the attack on the existing land law has been broken, because the 
assailants cannot agree on the method or the object of their campaign. 
The paradox then of the land law is fully explainable by the history 
of public opinion. The fundamentals of the land law stand unchanged 
though not unshaken, first, because their amendment is a task of 
great technical difficulty ; secondly, because there has never as yet 
existed an effective demand for any root and branch reform; and, 
lastly, because the conflict between radicalism and socialism has for a 
time arrested every attempt to modify our system of land tenure.” 
From which it may be poy whe that in the opinion of a dispassionate 
and competent observer no extensive change in the land laws is likely 
to occur for many years to come. And if the present legislative 
incapacity continues this promises to be true enough. The article is 
of such interest that it appeared to call for this extended notice. 

The same number of the Law Quarterly Review includes a useful 
discussion by Mr. Kenneth R. Swan of the tendency of the decisions 
upon the extent to which restraint on anticipation prevents judgment 
creditors of married women from eens, their judgments against 
income accrued or accruing; an account by Mr. Paley Baildon of 
Professor Vinogradoff’s recent work on The Growth of a Manor, 
and the editor continues the notes on Maine’s Ancient Law which were 
begun in the April number. 








Correspondence. 


Remuneration under the Land Transfer Rules. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 

Sir,—'There is one effect of the Land Registry at which we, from a 
purely mercenary point of view, should not grumble—viz., that of No. 
336 (c) (ii.) of the Statutory Rules and Orders of 1903, which provides 
that when title outside the register is cat ated, the Remuneration 
Order, 1882, excepting Part I., Schelude I., to that order, shall 
regulate the remuneration for the preparation and investigation of 
the title and for completing the transaction on the register. 

Last year I purchased as eg within the compulsory area for 
a client, and duly registered him with a possessory title. This year 
he sold the same ete and the costs properly payable by him 
per details under schedule II. amounted to more than £17 (of which 
£11 was in respect of drawing and copying the abstract), whereas, 
without the register, he would have been liable for the scale fee of £9 
only. 

Is this an intentional inducement offered by the registry to a 
proprietor of a possessory title to procure himself to be registered 
with an absolute title ? H. Lutwycue Divwippy. 

Kincora, Pond-road, Blackheath Park, Aug. 19. 

[The rule may tell in favour of the solicitor in some cases, but the 
work to be charged for under Schedule II. will presumably diminish 
as the time during which the title is registered iucreases, and under 
the circumstances it was probably thought better to allow solicitors 
the occasional benefit to be derived from Schedule II. than to let them 
charge the scale fee.—Eb. S.J.] 





*,* In reference to the letter which we printed last week purporting 
to be from Messrs. Beal & Payne, Mr. Walter J. Payne writes to us 
to point out that he dissolved partnership last year, and that the 
letter was written to us in his own name. 








Complaint was made, says the Daily News, to Mr. , at Green- 
wich police-court this week by a gentleman who had been summoned for 
allowing his dog to be at large without a proper collar. He said the police 
had put him to great trouble, and would not take what his wife said, 
although she was as much the owner as he was. Mr. y: You 
should let your wife be the owner, as I do, and then if anyone is summoned 
it is she and not you who has the trouble. 





THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


Aug. 26, 1905. 








Cases of the Week. 


Before the Vacation Judge. 
PHILLIPS v. PHILLIPS. 16th August. 


Contempt or Covrt—Drvorce—Txreats or HussAND—WITHDRAWAL OF 
Wire’s Patrtrion—Costs—Insunction—ForM or ORDER. 


This was a motion on behalf of the petitioner, Mrs. Annie Elizabeth 
Phillips, that a writ of attachment might issue against the respondent, 

jor George Coates Phillips, for contempt of court, in that he threatened 
to take the life of the above-named petitioner on the 10th of August, 1905 ; 
that an injunction might be granted restraining the respondent from 
molesting the petitioner or entering upon the house or grounds known as 
‘*Velmead,’”’ Fleet, in the county of Hampshire, the residence of the 
petitioner; and that the petitioner might have such further or other 
relief as the court might think fit. It was alleged in the affidavits in 
support of the motion that the applicant, Mrs. Annie Elizabeth Phillips, 
had presented a petition for divorce against her husband, Major Henry 
George Coates Phillips, on the ground of his alleged cruelty and adultery. 
The respondent was endeavouring to get his wife to withdraw the petition. 
Adultery was alleged with two ladies at ‘‘ Velmead,’’ Fieet, Hampshire, 
where the parties lived. Information came to her knowledge, and 
she had served her husband with a supplemental and amended 
petition. On the 9th of this month she went down to ‘‘ Velmead”’ 
with a Miss Auchterlony. On the following morning, while they 
were in bed, the respondent broke into the house and burst into the bed- 
room. He awoke them, and threatened to murder his wife unless 
she would withdraw the charges against the two Jadies mentioned in the 
supplementary petition. Mrs. Phillips tried to get hold of the bell rope 
to summon assistance, but her husband prevented her, and threw it over 
the pictures. She then attempted to touch the electric bell, and her 
husband tore the wires away from the wall. According to her affidavit, he 
seized her by the throat, and under threats, he made her write a letter to 
her solicitors withdrawing her petition. The husband then left the house, 
after which a doctor was sent for, as the petitioner was in a state of collapse. 
An interim injunction was granted on the 12th inst, restraining the 
husband from molesting his wife until to-day, and leave was also given to 
serve a short notice of this motion. The wite did not desire to withdraw 
her petition. It was only under the pressure of the husband that she 
wrote to her solicitors instructing them to withdraw the petition. The 
re«pondent committed a most aggravated assault upon his wife. He broke 
into the house between three and four o’clock in the morning. He admitted 
every allegation, except that he denied seizing his wife by the throat. 
An order committing him to prison was not pressed for, but it was asked 
that the injunction should go restraining him from going to the 
house. He could have any of his property. An order that the 
costs be paid within four days after taxation was asked for. For 
the respondent it was said that Major Phillips quite appreciated that 
he ought not to have gone down to the house on the night in question. 
Cert+in allegations had been made which he denied, but the fact remained 
that he did go down to the house at night to see his wife. The wish to 
see his wife was what prompted him to go there. He was willing to give 
any undertaking hi« lordsh'p might think proper, and expressed his regret 
that his conduct should have affected his wife in any way. His object in 
going to the house was to explain the situation to his wife with regard to 
hia child and certain young ladies against whom certain allegations were 
made, but which had no foundation in fact. He would undertuke to pay 
the costs. 

Lawrence, J.—There must be an injunction in terms of the notice of 
motion. Costs of both applications as between solicitor and client to be 
paid by the respondent within four days after taxation. Liberty to apply. 
—CovnseL, W. 0. Willis; Bayford. So.icrrors, Long § Gardiner; F. F. 
Palmer. 

(Reported by J. E. Auvovs, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 


“THE FEARLESS.”’ 23rd August. 


Contempt or Covrt—ArtracumMent—Morion to Discnarce Orper—Mis- 
APPREHENSION OF Fact—Rerexence To JupGe—Form or Oper. 


This was a motion on behalf of Mr. Joseph Constant that the order of 
Bargrave Deane, J., directing a writ of attachment to issue against the 
said Joseph Constant should be put aside or suspended or lie in the registry 
until after the first motion day in the Admiralty Division of next term, on the 
ground that the said Joseph Constant was not and is not the owner of The 
Fearless and committed no contempt of court, and that the costs of and 
incidental to thjs application might be paid by the owners of The Fearless 
or the plaintiffs, or that such other order might be made rs to the court 
may seem fit. The order of Bargrave Deane, J., was as follows: ‘‘ So far 
as the owner is concerned I direct a writ of attachment to issue, but that 
it should lie in the registry for a month, and in the meantime Mr. Constant 
may purge his contempt by paying a fine of £50. If he does not pay that 
sum within the month he will go to prison fora month.” In support 
of the motion it was said that the order was made under a grave 
misapprehension of fact. It was difficult to understand how the misappre- 
hension arose. The Fearless was an old warship, and was sold with other 
obsolete vessels last July. Mr. Constant was a shipbroker who, in the 
course of his business, received instructions from persons wishing to buy 
vessels. Inthe present matter he had instructions from Mr. Hawthorn and 
Mr. Horton. Mr. Constant advanced the necessary money, and received bills 
at four and eight months. On the 10th of July, acting upon his instructions, 








Mr. Constant bought The Fearless, and gave instructions that she should be 
delivered to the buyers. That was done, and Mr. Constant had then per- 
formed his work. The buyers intended to take the vessel to Rhyl, but 
owing to stress of weather she was taken into Holyhead by the steamship 
Ardeola. Notwithstanding that a Customs officer was on board, Mr, 
Hawthorn took her to Rhyl. 

Lawrence, J.—I cannot deal with the matter. Mr. Constant must pay 
the £50, under protest if he likes, and this motion must stand over. 

It is respectfully submitted that it is a matter your lordship can deal 
with. Here is a well-known broker with an order of committal against 
him. He wishes publicly to say that the order against him is wholly the 
result of a mistake. 

Lawrence, J.—It must be a matter for Bargrave De ane, J. 

There is so clear a case that your lordship is asked to suspend the opera- 
tion of the order till Mr. Constant can apply to Bargrave Deane, J. Mr, 
Constant was away yachting at the time, and knew nothing about the 
matter. 

Lawrence, J.—He ought to pay the money into court under protest. 
He has been prompt in making this application. There is no indignity in 
paying the money into court. Ifthe matter comes before Bargrave Deane, 
J., and he finds he was acting under a misapprehension, he wil) be able to 
say so. In whose interest could it be to say that Mr. Constant was the 
owner ? 

It is difficult to say. The whole matter appears to be a pure mistake, 
Mr. Constant has made an affidavit which shews that he had nothing 
whatever to do with it. He had never been served with notice of this 
motion. A solicitor’s clerk came to his office, saw a clerk, and was told 
that Mr. Constant had nothing whatever to do with it. It is only asked 
that the order shall be suspended till Mr. Constant has the opportunity of 
appearing before Bargrave Deane, J. 

Lawrence, J.—Tbe order is effectual and in operation, and I do not 
think I am the person to take away its validity. Rargrave Deane, J., will 
hear the whole matter and deal with it. I express no opinion upon the 
matter, except that I am not the proper person to deal with it. 

For the owners it was explained that counsel appeared for them on two 
occasions, but did not know who they were. He was under the impression 
Mr. Constant wasthe owner. The plaintiffs appeared to have launched the 
motion to commit Mr. Constant under the erroneous impression that he 
was the owner. 

Lawrence, J.—If any error was made, it must be mentioned to Bargrave 
Deane, J. If Mr. Constant brings the money into court, this motion can 
stand over till next sittings. 

Your lordship is asked to say that the writ of attachment should lie in 
the office for three months instead of one month. 

Lawrence, J.—That would be indicating a doubt in my mind as to the 
merits. I do not propose to vary Bargrave Deane, J.’s, order. Mr. 
Constant must comply with it. 

For the plaintiffs it was said that Mr. W. Hawthorn appeared in court 
as captain, and, if Mr. Constant was not the owner, Mr. Hawthorn and 
Mr Horton had conspired to deceive the court. Mr. Constant’s son 
appeared in court. It was asked that the son, Mr. Hawthorn, and Mr. 
Horton should be ordered to appear before Bargrave Deane, J. It was a 
very serious matter. 

Lawrence, J.—The motion will be adjourned to Bargrave Deane, J. 
Mr. W. Hawthorn, Mr. Horton, and Mr. Martin Constant must attend 
before him. The costs will be reserved.—CounseL, Carver, K.C., and 
Darby ; Lewis Noad ; Balloch. Souricirors, Lowless § Co.; T. Cooper § Co., 
for Hill, Dickinson, Dickinson, Hill. § Roberts, Liverpool; Bottereli § Roche, 
for Weightman, Pedding, § Weightman, Liverpool. 

[Reported by J. E. Atpous, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 








Cases of Last Sittings. 
High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re CATHERINE HUNT’S SETTLED ESTATES. BULTEEL ». 
LAWDESHAYNE, Farwell, J. 9th and 10th August, 


Serritement—CaritaL Moneys 1n tHe Hanps or Trustees - Directions 
as To Investment BY TENANT vor Lire—Txustrers—Serriep Lanp Act, 
1882 (45 & 46 Vicr. c, 38), 8. 53. 

Originating summons. This was an application by the trustees of the 
settlement created by the will of the testatrix, dated the 28th of 
September, 1868, to the court for directions as to whether they ought to 
comply with the direction given by the tenant for life to invest part of the 
trust funds in the purchase of certain leasehold hereditaments. In May, 
1904, the tenant for life gave a formal direction to the trustees to apply 
the sum. of £2,650, part of the trust funds then in the hands of the 
trustees, in the purchase of eight leasehold hereditaments. ‘The leases of 
tke hereditaments had more than sixty years torun. ‘The trustees refused 
to comply with the direction on the ground that the leasehold heredita- 
ments did not form a sufficient security for the sum of £2,650, and they 
now applied for the direction of the court. It was proved that the lease- 
hold hereditaments were not worth mre than £1,400 as a tru-tee invest- 
ment. Re Whiteley, Whiteley v. Learoyd (30 Souwrrons’ Jounnan 427, 33 
Ch. D. 347), Hampden v. Earl of Buckinghamshire (37 Soxicrrors’ Jounnal 
455 ; 1893, 2 Ch. 531), Re Lord Voleridge’s Settlement (39 So.icrroKns’ JOUKNAL 
740; 1895, 2 Ch. 704), Re Hotham, Hotham v. Doughty (46 Soxicrroxs’ 
JovunnaL 685; 1902, 2 Ch. 575) were referred to. 
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Farwe Lt, J., in giving judgment, said that the tenant for life was a 
trustee under section 53 of the Settled Land Act, 1882, and was bound to 
protect the interests of the remaindermen. In this case he had made no 
attempt to consider the interests of the remaindermen. [f the trustees 
invested this money as the tenant for life desired, they would not get the 
money back. It would be improper for trustees to invest in such property. 
He held that the trustees need not comply with the direction of the tenant 
for life.—CounseL, Upjohn, K.C., and Jolly; Butcher. K.C., and R. J. 
Parker ; Peterson; J. Rolt. Soxicrrors, Morgan, Upjohn, § Leech ; Hugh 
Coleraine Knight. 

[Reported by P. Jonn Botawp, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


VICTORIAN DAYLESFORD SYNDICATE AND ANOTHER v. DOTT. 
Buckley, J. 5th, 7th, and 8th July. 


MonzrY-LFNDER— CONTRACTING WHILE UNREGISTERED — RE-OPENING TRANSAC- 
m1 N—Haxzsx anp TNconscionaBLE BAkGAIN-- Monsy-LENDERS Act, 1900 
(63 & 64 Vier. c. 51), ss. 1 anp 2. 

This was an action brought by the plaintiff syndicate and one of its 
directors seeking to re-open a money-lending transaction between the plain- 
tiffe and the detendant. On the 3lst of March, 1904, the defendant lent 
£500 upon the security of a bill for £525 at one mouth, drawn on behalf of 
the ryndicate by two directors and accepted by the Victorian Cornish 
Gold Mines Co. The biil was renewed seven times, for periods of oe 
month each, and as consideration for the renewals or as furtner considera- 
tion for the loan the defendant had received altogether £503 in cash, 500 
shares of £1 each in the Cornish company credited as 7s. 6d. paid up, and 
options to take 3,000 more such shares. The value of the shares varied 
from time to time, but at the date of theaction they were worth fully 15s. 
each. The amount due on the bill was also paid to the defendant 
on the day on which the writ in the action was issued. The defendant 
counterclaimed for specific performance of the agreement giving him the 
option to purchase the 3,000 shares. The plaintiffs contend+d that, the 
defendant being a money-lender and unregistered, the contract was void, 
and that the transaction was harsh and unconscionable and should bs 
re-opened. It was contended by the defendant that the terms had been 
propos+d by the directors of ths plaintiff syndicate, who were fully aware 
at the time of their effect, and that the contract was not a harsh and 
unconscionable one in view of the speculative nature of the shares at the 
time when the loan was made. It was also urged in his behalf that as the 
defendant was not registered, and therefore had no registered name, he 
was not subject to the provision of the|Act requiring a money-lender’s con- 
tracts to be made in his registered name. The plaintiffs, by their counsel, 
said that they did not wish to insist upon the contention that the contract 
was void on account of the defendant not being registered, but were willing 
that he should retain such amount as should be equal to 60 per cent. upon 
the loan or as his lordship should consider to be fair and reasonable. 

Bucx.ey, J., in the course of his judgment, said that the defendant 
was at the present time, and at the date of the transaction in question, a 
money -lender and was not registered. On the question whether that made 
the contract void the relevant provisions of the Act were two—first, that 
a money-lender must register himself; secondly, that he should not enter 
into any agreement in the course of his business as a money-lender other- 
wise than in his registered name. It had been argued for the defendant 
that, inasmuch as he had not complied with the provision requiring him to 
register himself, he was not amenable to the second provision as to con- 
tracting in his registered name. His lordship was unable to adopt that 
argument. The provision as to contracting otherwise than in his registered 
name applied to non-registered as well as registered money-lenders. The 
next question was whether the Act was so expressed t#&t the contract made 
by the defendant was illegal. There was no question that anything 
which was prohibited, either expressly or by implication, by a 
statute was illegal. The authorities might be grouped under two 
heads, those in which a penalty was imposed against doing an act for the 
purpose of protecting the revenue, and those where the penalty was im- 
posed, not only for the protection of the revenue, but for the protection of 
the public If the court arrived at the conclusion that one of the objects 
of the statute was the protection of the public, then the act for which the 
penalty was imposed was prohibited by the statute. In regard to the 
statute now in question, the whole object of that statute was obviously and 
notoriously the proteciion of the public. The short effect of the statute 
was that a money-lender’s contract must be in his registered name, other- 
wise a penalty was imposed and the contract therefore prohibited and 
illegal. Another consideration was this. It was not a bad test to apply to 
see whether the penatty was imposed once for all, or was recurrent as often as 
the act was done ; if the latter the act was prohibited. Here a penalty 
was imposed every time the act was done, the penalty being increased 
after the first offence. Every time a money-lender contracted otherwise 
than in his registered name he was to be subject to a penalty. For these 
reasons his lordship thought this was an illegal contract on which the 
defendant could not sue, and the counterclaim must be dismissed with 
costs. In the action the plaintiffs said they did not wish to rely on the 
statute ; they would like the defendant to have a fair return for the money 
he had lent. His lordship said he could not put himself in that position ; 
in his judgment the contract was void, and he could not draw that distinc- 
tion and say how much the payments ought to be reduced. He could put 
into the order a statement that the plamtffs voluntarily offered to 
allow the defendant to retain the 60 per cent. interest which he had 
already received, and order the def+ndant to repay the other sums and 
Tetransfer the shares, A stay of execution was granted on terms, with a 
view to appeal.—CounsuL, Astbury, K C., Gore-Browne, K C., and W. &. 
Vernon ; J. B. Matthews. Soxicrrors, John Vernon, Son, $ Stephen ; Morton 
$ Patterson, 

{Reported by H. H. Kina, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court of Justice—King’s Bench Division. 
LARDNER v. LARDNER. Div. Court. 29th June. 


Marrrep Woman's Prorperty— Rignt or Marrrep Woman To Brine Action 
or Dermve Acarinst Hvssanp—Marrisp Women’s Properry Act, 1882 
(45 & 46 Vict. c. 75 , 8. 12. 


This was an appeal against the judgment of the deputy judge of the 
Brompton County Court, and rais-d the question whether a wife can 
maintain an action for detinue against her husband. The plaintiff, who 
is the wife of the defendant, claimed the return of certain goods or their 
value. At the trial the defendant took the objection that the action of 
detinue, being a personal action, did not lie against the husband. The 
proper remedy was urder section 17 of the Married Women’s Property 
Act. The deputy judge overruled the objection and gave judgment for 
the plaintiff for the sum claimed. For the defendant it was contended 
that the action would not lie; section 12 of the Married Women's Property 
Act, 1*82, provided that ‘‘every woman . . shall have in her own 
name against all persons whomsoever the same civil remedies . . . for 
the protection and security of her own personal property as if such 
property belonged to her as a feme sole, but except as aforesaid no 
husband or wife shall be entitled to sue each other for a tort.’’ The words 
protection and security did not include questions of title and p: ssession. 
For the respondent it was contended that a married woman having the 
right to protect her property had aiso the right to bring an action for 
detinue. Counsel cited Bashall v. Baxhall (Times, Nov. 21, 1894). 

Tue Courr (Lord Atverstong, C.J., and Paiimore and Jztr, JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. 

Lord Atverstone, C.J.—I think it is clear that this action can be main- 
tained. There arecertainly some torts in respect of which wife can sue 
her husband for the protection and security of her personal property, and 
the question was what torts did that section include. In the case, for 
instance, of valuable pictures belonging to the wife which the husband had 
defaced, or threatened to deface, did the fact that the husband disputed 
the ownership of the wife prevent an action brought against him by her 
in respect of these wrongful actions from being within section 17, and 
therefore not maintainable. I think the better view is that it does not. 
The fact that a remedy is given to the wife against the husband by section 
17 is not, in the absence of express words, sufficient to shew that section 12 
has the limited meaning contended for by the defendant. 

Jetr, J.—I entertain a more decided view of the right to pee | the 
action than my brothers have expressed. The Act was intended to place a 
married woman in a different position in regard to her property from that 
she occupied before it. As by that Act her property was to be treated as 
separate pr>perty, it was only logical to give her the same rights that any 
other person would have with regard to it, and one of the most essential 
things was that she should have the same remedies as any other person. 
I think that sub-section 2 includes the right to bring an action of detinue 
and a great deal more. She can bring avy action which any other 
can bring with respect to her own property. It gives her the right to 
proceed against her husband in a criminal court, and it is a strong thing 
tosay that though she has a right to prosecute she has no right to bring an 
action for conversion or d+tinue. I do not think section 17 does — 
more than give a right to have certain questions as regards title an 
possession of property as between husband and wife, and not third parties, 
dealt with im a summary way. I think to say that that permissive right 
cuts down section 12 is quite inadmissible.—CounseL, Cox-Sinelair ; 
Symmons. Soxicrrors, Robinson; Fitzpayne. 

[Reported by Anan Hoae, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 


NATHANS v. OGDENS (LIM.) A. T. Lawrence, J. 
8th, 9th, and 11th August. 


Breacu or Conrractr—Evipencr or Accorp anp SatisrFacrron—ConsipERA- 
TIon TO Support Revease or Cram. 


This was an action by five customers of the defendant company for 
damages for breaches of contract and for accounts. The contract in question 
was a bonus scheme by which the company undertook for five years to 
distribute annually amongst its customers its entire net profit on goods 
sold in the United Kingdom; and in addition to distribute to those 
customers the sum of £200,000 per annum or £50,000 each quarter, the share 
of each customer to be in proportion to his purchases from the company 
in each year and quarter respectively. After payment of one quarterly 
bonus the company, on the 27th of September, 1902, sold its business 
to its rivals, the Imperial Tobacco Co. (Limited), and on the 3ist of 
October, 1902, went into voluntary liquidation. The second quarter 
having elapsed, the liquidator of the company on the 10th of November, 
1902, sent cheques to the several customers, including the plaintiffs, with a 
covering letter which described the cheques as “‘ being your share of the 
second and final bonus distribution of Ogdens (Limited),”” at which date 
the company ceased to carry on business. The cheques in question had 
printed at the foot thereof the words ‘‘ the receipt at the back hereof must 
be signed, which signatures will be taken as an indorsement of the cheque,” 
on the back was printed ‘* Received from Mr. Joseph Hood, liquidator of 
Ogdens (Limited) this cheque for £—— (stating the amount) being my 
share of the second and final b»nus distribution of the company.” The 
cheques were received, signed, and cashed by the plaintiffs respectively. 
An order was made in chambers for the determination before trial of two 
questions of law. These questions, as stated m the order, were : (1) Whether 
the cheques accepted and signed by the plaintiffs for the sums set out In 
the statement of claim operat-d in law as a waiver and discharge of any 
further claim against the defendants under the bonus scheme ; (2) whether 
in law there was any consideration sufficient to support the same, 
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following cases were cited in argument : Sibree v. Tripp (15 M. & W. 23), 
Goddard v. O' Brien (30 W. R. 549, 9 Q. B. D. 37), Foakes v. Beer (33 W. R. 
233, 9 App. Cas. 605), and Attlee v. Backhouse (3 M. & W., p. 651). Cur. 
adv. vult. 


Aug. 11.—A. T. Lawrence, J., delivered a written judgment in favour of 
the plaintiffs, in the course of which, after setting out the above facts, he 
said: It was admitted that at the time this was done no dispute had arisen 
between the plaintiffs and the company and no claim had been made by the 

laintiffs against the:company ; further that the terms of the sale of its 
Seinen by the company were not known to the plaintiffs. In these cir- 
cumstances it was contended that the acceptance and signature of these 
cheques amounted to an accord and gatisfaction of all claims against the 
company in respect of the distribution for the next three years promised by 
this scheme. The order must beread as asking whether there was reasonable 
evidence to justify a finding of accord and satisfaction. It was said for the 
defendants thatacceptance of the cheque and the signature of thereceipt con- 
stituted evidence of accord and satisfaction. I am unable to see any ground 
for this contention. The receipt of a cheque for a debt admitted to be due 
cannot in itself be evidence of its receipt in respect of claims not in debate. 
Nor are there words of settlement, release, or discharge, nor can the use of 
the words ‘‘ final bonus” be evidence of such intention. The company 
had ceased to exist, and any damages to be recovered in future for breach 
of contract would not be a bonus distribution, but compensation for the 
non-distribution of the promised bonus. His lordship further held that 
there was no consideration to support the alleged release.—CovunseL, Rufus 
Isaacs, K.C., Lush, K.C., and Dunlop ; F. E. Smith and Hemmerde. 
Soxicrrors, C. J. Smith §& Hudson ; Rickards. 


[Reported by ALan Hoac, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 








Law Societies. 


The Law Society. 
PROVINCIAL MEETING. 


The following are the proposed arrangements for the provincial meeting 
of the Law Society, which is to be held, on the invitation of the Leeds 
Incorporated Law Society, at Leeds on Tuesday and Wednesday, the 10th 
and 11th of October next : 

—- the 9th of October,—Conversazione at the Leeds University, 
8.30 p.m. 

Turspay, the 10th of October.—Members will meet at the Philosophical 
Hall, Park-row, Leeds, at 11 a.m., when Mr. Charles Mylne Barker, the 
President of the Law Society, will deliver his address. This will be 
followed by the reading and discussion of papers contributed by members 
of the society. The meeting will adjourn from 1.30 to 2.30 for luncheon, 
and close at 4.30. 

In the evening there will be the usual dinner, which will be held at the 
Queen’s Hotel. Tickets will be 25s. each. 

Wepnespay, the 11th of October.—The meeting will be resumed at 11 
a.m., when the reading of papers and discussion thereof will be continued. 
. The meeting will adjourn from 1.30 to 2.30 for luncheon, and close at 4.30, 
as before. 

In the evening the Lord Mayor of Leeds (Mr. Robert Armitage) will 
entertain the members at the Art Gallery. 

Tavnspay, the 12th of October.—Excursions will be made to Harrogate, 
Ripon, Ilkley, and Ingleborough. 

bh member will be entitled to take a lady to the above entertainments 
and excursions except the dinner. 

The annual general meeting of the Solicitors’ Benevolent Association 
ays held at the Assembly Rooms on Wednesday, the 11th of October, 
at a.m. 


The Ordnance Survey. 


The annual report of the progress of the Ordnance Survey to the 31st 


of March, 1905, has just been issued as a Blue Book. It states that 
during the year 1904-5 the general policy, initiated some years ago, under 
which special attention is devoted to the small-scale maps of the Ordnance 
Survey, has been continued, and a great advance has been made towards 
the completion of these small-scale maps and their issue to the public in 
convenient forms. At the same time good progress has been made with 
the large-scale maps. 

The present state of the small-scale maps is as follows : One-inch Scale.— 
Outline Edition.—This has been completed for the whole of the United 
Kingdom. The whole country has been revised so that no map bears a 
date of revision of more than fifteen years back, and periodical revision is 
in progress, so that the whole map may be revised every fifteen years. 
New railways are inserted on the maps as coon as possible after they are 
open for traffic. Hill Edition.—This has been completed for the whole of 
the United Kingdom. Originally the hills were engraved on the same 
plate as the outline, and revision of these plates would have been very 
costly. Separate hill plates are, therefore, now being prepared, and this 
enables the hills to be printed over the most recently revised outline plate. 
As the hills do not alter, the hill plate needs no revision. Separate 
hill plates have been prepared for the whole of England and Wales 
and for nearly half of Scotland. For the remainder of Scotland a 

ial edition with hills printed over revised outline is available. 

loured Edition.—This has been completed for England and Wales. A 
number of combined maps of certain districts or of country round towns 





have been published. They are usually printed on thin tough paper and 
folded in a cover and have first and second class roads coloured. Two. 
mile Scale.—This map was commenced in 1902-3. The drawing of England 
and Wales has been completed, and more than half the country, includi 
the whole of the South otf England and Wales and part of the Midlands, 
has been published. Four-mile Scale —Outline Edition.—This has been 
completed for the whole of the United Kingdom. Colour-printed Edition, 
—This has been completed for the whole of the United Kingdom, except 
part of the North of Ireland, which is nearly ready. County and 
District Maps, with main roads coloured, have been published for the 
whole of Great Britain. Zen-mile Map —Outline Edition.—This has been 
completed for the whole of the United Kingdom. Coloured Edition, — 
This has been completed and published for the whole of Great Britain, 
1-1,000,000 Scale Map.—This has been completed and published in colour 
for the whole of the United Kingdom. Maps on all these scales, except 
the last-named, are, or will before long, be procurable folded for the 
pocket. It is not proposed to issue the 1-1,000,000 scale map in folded 
form, as it is considered that this map will be used principally as a wall 
map. 

The following is the present state of work on the large-scale maps. The 
original programme of large-scale survey and publication has been com- 
pleted, and revision only is in progress. The Treasury has sanctioned the 
revision every twenty years of the 1-2,500 scale and 6-inch scale maps, 
25-inch scale (1-2,500) Maps.—When first revision was commenced 
a large part of Great Britain had been surveyed more than twenty 
years before, and revision was pushed on as rapidly as possible, 
with a view to bringing revision within the twenty-year limit. Such 
progress has been made with this work that there are now only six 
counties in Great Britain—viz., Caithness, Pembroke, Lincoln, Norfolk, 
Carmarthen, and Cornwall, which have not been wholly revised within 
the last twenty years. The revision of the five first-named counties has 
been commenced, that of Cornwall is about to be started, and it is hoped 
that before long no part of Great Britain will have been unrevised for s 
long a period as twenty years. The revised 6-inch scale map is based on 
the 1-2,500 scale revision or resurvey, and is published as soon as possible 
after the 1-2,500 scale is ready. Maps of towns on either the 5-foot, 
10-foot, or 1-500 scale have been completed for towns which had at the 
date of survey over 4,000 inhabitants. Maps on these scales are not now 
made or revised by the Ordnance Survey, except at the expense of the local 
authorities. 

In reference to the Land Registry, it is pointed out that the maps of 
the Ordnance Survey form the basis of the Land Registry work. Com- 
pulsory registration has now been introduced over the whole of London. 
Special editions on thin paper of a number of London sheets have been 
prepared for the Land Registry, besides which a large number of ordinary 
maps have been issued. ‘The total value of the maps prepared and issued 
to the Land Registry in 1904-5 was £1,780. The use of the maps for the 
purpose of Land Registry is not, however, nearly so general as was probably 
intended when the progress of the Cadastral Survey was specially acceler- 
ated by the Government. The introduction of compulsory registration 
for part of London has caused a considerable demand for the maps of 
London, 

The report concludes with a series of index-diagrams, shewing the 
various maps which are published by the department. 











Legal News. 


Appointment. 


Mr. J. Rowtanp Horwoop, of the firm of Hopwood & Sons, of 13, South- 
square, Gray’s-inn, and Northwood, has been appointed a Commissioner 
for Oaths. Mr. Hopwood was admitted in 1893. 


General. 


Sir Robert Finlay, the Attorney-General, has undergone a slight opera 
tion. He was expected at Nairn yesterday. 


Lord Field, says the Globe in “‘ Wig and Gown,”’ who retired from the 
bench some fifteen years ago, entered on Monday last his ninety-third year. 
Though Lord Field is twelve years older than the Lord Chancellor — whe 
the way, will complete his eightieth year on the 3rd of September— 
were called to the bar at the Inner Temple in 1850. Like several well-known 
judges—Lord Truro, Lord Russell of Killowen, Mr. Justice Manisty, and 
Mr, Justice Swinfen Eady, may be counted among the number—Lord 
began his professional life as a solicitor. For some time before he sought 
repose in resignation, his patience was sorely tried by the disinclination of 
witnesses to speak out. He had something like a formula on thes 
occasions. ‘‘ Speak up, please,’’ he was wont tosay. ‘‘ Do speak up. You 
forget that these courts were never built for hearing in. They are very 
ornamental, perhaps, but not very——” He was scarcely ever known 
finish the familiar sentence. One distinction Lord Field shares with 
Lindley. They are the only survivors of the ancient order of the coif. 
Both were raised to the ent in 1875, being admitted to the order as 8 
preliminary to their occupancy of the judicial office. That was the year” 
which serjeants ceased to be appointed. To Lord Lindley, who continues 
to serve the country as a Lord of Appeal, belongs the distinction of 
the serjeant whose name was last inscribed on the long roll of the 
fraternity. Perhaps the most important change wrought by the dis 
appearance of the serjeants is the disuse of the word ‘‘ brother” on the 
bench and at the bar. 
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The Arbitration Committee of the London Chamber of Commerce, of 
which Sir Albert Rollit, M.P., is the chairman, has, says the Times, made 
arrangements by which it will be possible to deal continuously with any 
cases that may be submitted to it for arbitration during the holiday recess. 
The committee, which is jointly representative of the Chamber of Com- 
merce and the City Corporation, has taken over the work of the ‘‘ London 
Court of Arbitration ’’ formerly located at the Guildhall, which is now 
transacted at the offices of the Chamber of Commerce in Oxford-court, 
Cannon-street. Within the last week arbitrators have been appointed to 
act under submissions in connection with cases in the musical instrument 
trade, the coal trade, and the Chinese bristle trade. New rules have been 
framed with the object of providing adequate guarantees for the due 
observance of awards and the conduct of arbitrations on a cheap and 
expeditious basis, consistently with modern business requirements. The 
committee invite inquiries from disputants in all cases of commercial 
disputes which can be suitably referred to arbitration. 


The Auctioneers’ Institute of the United Kingdom will hold its annual 
provincial meeting this year at Ipswich, on the 13th, 14th, and 15th of 
September. The visitors will assemble at Ipswich on Wednesday evening, 
the 13th of September, the train selected for those travelling from London 
being the 5 p.m. from Liverpool-street. On the 14th of September there 
will be a trip down the River Orwell to Felixstowe, calling at Harwich. The 
party will also visit Orwell Park, the seat of Mr. E, G. Pretyman, M.P., 
who has kindly promised to open his house, picture galleries, and grounds 
for the occasion. A concert is being arranged for the evening. On the 
15th of September, at ten, the deputy-mayor (Alderman F. Bennett) will, 
in the unavoidable absence of the mayor, receive the president, council, 
members, and friends at the Town Hall, after which the ordinary quarterly 
business meeting of the council will be held in the Council Chamber. 
During the morning the general body of members and friends will visit 
the ‘“‘ Ancient House,’’ Wolsey’s Gate, Christchurch Park and mansion, 
the museum, and other buildings. In the afternoon the party will visit 
the works of Messrs. Ransomes, Sims, & Jefferies, agricultural engineers. 
A banquet will be given in the evening at the Crown and Anchor Hotel, 
which will conclude the official programme of the visit. : 


A curious point in the matter of out-relief, says the Daily News, is at 
present occupying the attention of the Bromley, Kent, Board of Guardians. 
A woman resident at Elmers-end, Beckenham, and the widow of 
arailway employee, who was killed on the South-Eastern and Chatham 
Railway, applied for out-relief towards the support of her two children, 
the money she was able to earn being insufficient to keep them all. On 
questions Being asked as to what the railway company had done it was 
found that when a claim was made against them they paid the sum of £214 
into court. Of this, £71 was apportioned to the widow, the remainder 
being placed in the Post Office Savings Bank for the children until they 
attained the age of twenty-one. The widow for a time received lds. a 
week, and in June, 1904, received the balance of her portion, £27. This 
lasted the family for over twelve months, and when it came to an end 
application was made to the court for some of the money in the bank to 
be devoted to the keep of her children, but Judge Russell declined to 
make the necessary order. The result had been that, while there is nearly 
£150 in the children’s names, application has had to be made to the 
guardians for the keep of the family, who are now almost starving. The 
guardians have instructed their clerk to apply for a portion of the money 
to be used for the maintenance of the children. 


Before Judge Lumley Smitb, K.C., in the City of London Court, on the 
17th inst., says the Times, Messrs. Silverthorne, Lep: , & Co., Copthall- 
avenue, members of the London Stock Exchange, sued Mr. W. H. 
Latham, corn merchant, Catherine-court, Tower-hill, for £44, balance of 
Stock Exchange differences due. Mr. F. Phillips, plaintiffs’ counsel, said 
that they were instructed by the defendant to buy and sell various stock, 
mostly Brighton A Stock, on his benalf, and the transactions went on for 
some years. In June of last year, when £65 was owing, the defendant 
was sued, but he gave a promissory note. to settle the litigation, agreeing 
to pay instalments of £2 10s.a month. The balance now sued for was 
due, and the present proceedings had to be brought. Mr. Dodd, the 
defendant’s solicitor, raised the Gaming Act, and said that the deals were 
all in differences, no stock ever being taken up or paid for. Mr. Phillips 
said that, so far as the plaintiffs were concerned, the transactions were not 
gambles, and were just of the ordinary character, the plaintiffs dealing 
through a jobber in the usual way. Judge Lumley Smith said the 
defendant could not raise the Gaming Act after giving the promissory note. 
Mr. Dodd: Can a man get round the Gaming Act by bringing an action on 
& promissory note in respect of a debt which the Act says he shall not 
claim for? This action is brought in respect of a claim which is void. 
Judge Lumley Smith said he must decide against that contention, and give 
judgment for the plaintiffs, with costs. It was pretty well settled that 
in many transactions on the Stock Exchange, although in fact they resulted 
eventually in handing a cheque for differences, at any moment the stock- 
broker could force his client to take up the stock. 


At the City of London Court, on the 17th inst., says the Times, Seymour 
& Whiteman, money-lenders, 32, Walbrook, E.C., sued a Government 
clerk named Thomas Morrin, Holmesdale-road, Highgate, and his surety, 
Mr. W. J. French, Princes-road, Wimbledon, for £22, money lent. Mr. 
Higgins appeared for the plaintiffs, and Mr. Palmer for Morrin. French 
did not appear. Morrin’s defence was that the bargain was harsh and 
unconscionable, and he asked for relief under the Money-lenders Act. 
According to Mr. Whiteman, one of the plaintiffs, on the 22nd of October 
the defendant Morrin borrowed £5 and gavea promissory note for £8. He 
was to have paid back £1 a month. In January, however, after payi 
£2, he was in further difficulties and wanted another loan. He paid off 
the £6, and they made him a further advance of £15, a promissory note for 





£24 being given, payable £2a month. As default was made after the first 
payment, the whole sum due of £22 was sued for. Mr. Palmer said that 
execution had been levied st the second defendant French and £11 
recovered under it. That, of course, must go in reduction of the debt. 
Mr. Whiteman said that they were put to £13 costs in an interpleader issue 
in which Mrs. French unsuccessfully claimed the goods levied upon. The 
interest which they had charged the defendant was not much more than 60 
or 75 per cent. Judge Lumley Smith, K.C., said that the Act was a diffi- 
cult one to apply, but he came to the conclusion that the bargain which 
the defendant entered into was excessive and harsh and unconscionable. 
He would allow the plaintiffs 60 per cent. interest up to the date of the 
writ, which would mean £3 for interest. That would reduce the £24 bill 
to £16. As £11 had been recovered in execution, judgment would be given 
for the plaintiffs for £5. The law allowed the plaintiffs no costs. 


Light locomotives, says the Daily News, in which may be included 
motor-cars, may no longer emit foul smoke and noxious vapours in the 
public streets, according to the decision given by Mr. Denman at 
Marlborough-street police-court last Monday in a series of cases brought 
against motor-car owners. The defendants were Messrs. Mann & 
Overtons (Limited), Sir Julius Werhner, and Mrs. Margaret Grant, of 
Buckingham Palace-road, and the summonses alleged, under the Loco- 
motives on Highways Act, that the defendants’ motor-cars were so con- 
structed as not to consume as far as practicable their own smoke. Mr. 
Denman, in giving his decision, said the question was one of some import- 
ance at the present day, when so many light locomotives werein use. [t must 
be admitted that when a very large proportion of these light locomotives 
was so carefully used the smoke nuisance was in no sense one that was 
inevitable. The question he had to ask himself was whether the defend- 
ants had brought themselves within the section of the Act of 1896 as to 
the smoke being from a temporary or acvidental cause. It was shown by 
a witness in the case that one of the cars smoked when being ‘‘ slowed 
down,’’ but he was of opinion that the Act referred in the exemption 
clause to some unforeseen accidental occurrence, not to something con- 
stant and recurrent. No proof had been given that there was any’ 
impossibility in so constructing these machines that smoke or vapour 
should not pour from their exhaust pipes. The Act referred to persons 
‘‘ using ’’ light locomotives, and not to those simply driving them, and he 
was of opinion that the owners or persons using them for their benefit, 
and not necessarily the actual possessors, were the persons upon whom 
the responsibility as to using machines not constructed so as to practically 
consume their own smoke rested. There would be a fine of 40s., with 2s. 
costs on each of the summonses. 

Judge Lumley Smith, K.C., delivered a considered judgment, in the 
City of London Court, on the 16th inst., says the Times, in an action 
brought by four Thames lightermen against the owners of the barge 
Wellington to recover £50 for salvage services rendered to her. His honour 
said that the case had some novel features. Zhe, Wellington, which was 
loaded in the Thames, was in a sinking condition in a dangerous place, and 
the plaintiffs removed her to a place of safety. The *s condition was 
caused by an injury received while being loaded with goods from the 
steamship Claudia, belonging to the Tyne and Tees Steamship Co. The 
shipowners employed twenty-six stevedores to discharge the cargo, and the 
foreman stevedore had general su ion of the way in which the cargo 
was being discharged. It was by the defendants that the owners of 
The Claudia were responsible for the nogliannce of their servants, and that 
the stevedores were connected with the ship, and, therefore, identified 
with it, and with the owners, and consequently disqualified from obtaining 
salvage reward. The cases had decided that, where the difficulties of a 
salved ship had been caused by the misconduct of a ship—that was to 
say, in ordinary cases by the mismanagement of the officer in charge acting 
as agent for the owners—the owners, captain, crew, or other persons con- 
nected with the ship could not claim salvage reward. But no case had 
decided, so far as he knew, that an isolated act of negligence on the part 
of a subordinate stevedore worked that disqualification. It was sufficient 
to apply in each case the principle that no one could profit by his own 
wrong, and the nautical rule that in some ces a ge 
were, for salvage purposes, identified with delinquents. The plaintiffs, after 
a long day’s work for their employers, spent several hours of the night in 
getting the barge Wellington out of difficulties, and he assessed the amount 
to be paid to the plaintiffs at £21, to be apportioned equally. He also gave 

them the costs of the action. 








Winding-up Notices. 
London Gasetis.—Fripay, Aug. 18. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luoorep mr CHAancEery. 

Castie, Lunrep—Petn for ey presented Aug 4, directed to be heard Oct 31 
Kingsbury & Turner, st, . 2. 8q, solors or petner. Notice of ; 
must re the above- not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Ocs 30 

CuatrigLp Steamsuie Co, Luoutrep—Creditors are a. on or before 30, to send 

ir names and and the particulars of debts or claims, to Edward 
Tylor, 44, Leadenhall st. Botterell & 


Roche, 8t Mary axe, solors for liquidator 
Ferryriztp Steamsuie Co, Lumrrep—Creditors are required, on or before 30, to sen 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of debts or claims, to Ea 
Tylor, 44, Leadenhall st. Botterell & Roche, St Mary axe solors 
Forgicy Missioxs Cus, Limrrep (1x Liquipatiox)— i are 
29, to send their names addresses, and the 
to Harold Hartley, 9, 
Gatax Mitk Propucts, Luurezp—Oreditors are 
their names and addresses, the 
Marks, 118, Fenchurch st. Stokes, 
Grorce & Co, Limrrep—Creditors are req 
and , and the particulars of their 
16, Eldon st. Sells, Laurence 
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Iuprovep Coxe Co, Limirep (1x Liquipation)—Creditors are required, on or before “ 
29, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 

William Barclay Peat, Ruyal Ex , Middlesbrough 

Las Waker Ixstantaxsous Fire Detector AND Fire IxpicaTor Co, Liurtep—Peta 
for winding up, presented Aug 16, directed to be heard Aug 30. Brown, Monument st, 
solor for petners. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 
6 o’cl ck in the afternoon of Aug 29 

Liane Tix Lanps, Limirep (1x Tegueneezen)—Chediten are required, on or gre ap 
30, to. s-nd their names and addresses, and the particulars of their claims, to P J 

, 65, G ch st 

MaEvITER»ANEAN J anpD New York Sreamsurp Co, Limtrep—Creditors are required, on or 
before Sept 29, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of th their debts or 
clams, to albert Augustine Guild, Old Castle bldgs, Preeson’s row, Liverpool. Miller 
& 8on Liverpool, solors for liquidator 

Sournrort Fivayce Co, Limirep -Creditors are required, on or before Sept 30, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to James Jump, 
42, Chapel st, Southport. Smith, Southport, solor for liquidator 

Sr Nrots Cara Ciay Co, LuuitEp—Creditors are required, on or before Sept 15, to 
their names and addrerses. and the . articulars of their debts or claims, to William 
Plender, 5. London Wall bldgs. Slaughter & May, Austin Friars, solors for liquidator 

T Diuiry, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or b-fore Sept 29, to send their pamwes and 
addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claim, to Archibald Leonard Armstrong, 
19, Duke st, Cardiff. Thomas, Cardiff, solor for liyuidator 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Aug. 22. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LiuwitTep 1n CHANCERY. 

Ferrotzevum Co, Limitep—Creditors are required, on or before Oct 10, to send their names 

aad eadremel and the particulars of their debts or ciaims, to Reginald Bernard Petre, 
Licat a Deve.orment Co, Limtep—Creditors are required, on or before Oct 3, 

to send their names ana addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to David 

Williams, 181, Queen Victoria st. Parker, solor 











Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, Aug. 18, 
Cum he Bs Bexnett, Liverpool Sept 18 Gilmour v Colton, Registrar, Liverpool 
ec igan 
Daxyig., any, Wyke House, Isleworth Oct 1 Attorney-General v T Solicitor, 
Buckley and Warrington, JJ Treasury Solicitor, 276 Royal Courts of Justice 
Hit, Joun, Stephen st, Tottenham Court rd, Cabinet Maker Sept 12 Trigg v Hill, 
Warrington, J Davis, Frederick st, Gray’s inn rd 
Kine, Axice Sopuia, Varndean, Patcham, Sussex Oct 24 Levett y King, Kekewich, J 
Clowes, Serjeants’ inn, Temple 





Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day or Cuaim. 
London Gaszette.—Fripvay, Aug. 18. 


Avusrey, Epwarp, Arthur rd, Holloway Oct7 Hubbard, Chancery In 

Baireyx, Grorcze East Molesey, Surrey Septi1s Cann & Son, Gracechurch st 

Baraeixctox, Lady Avicta GrorcetTte Kenyett, Albert Hail mans, South Kensington 
sept 20 Hollams & Co, Mincing ln 

Brackxwatt, Rev Georae, Penrhyncoc h, Cardigan Oct 10 Lewis, Chancery ln 

Bz.toy, Jouy, Belmont, Haverstock Hill Sept 30 Young, Laurence Pountney hill 

Bentuey, Nicuouas, Accri ~* Common Brewer ~ 18 Sharples & Son, Accrington 

Barovuxs, Ann, Ma' lock, Der' Sept 4 Ps, Matl 

Burresvieip, Oriver, Lee ~ Novl JB&J A Brooke, —_ 

Caates, Louisa Axx, Bournemouth Now 1 Ware & Mann, Y 

CastE.Lo, Maxvst, Sydenham & - Surrey Sept1é6 Lee & Co, _- Victoria st 

Crakk, Rev James, Salford, Lani ‘Sept 21 Batty & Co, Man chester 

Cazacu, Capt Bortz Purvox, SP, 1 DL, Rathorpe Gart, co Galway Septl CV Creagh, CMG, 
Charlton 1d, Blackheath 

Grzee, EizaBerH, Horncastle, Lincoln Oct 11 Coulton & Son, King’s Lynn 

Datzy, Mazia An, Surbiton, Surrey Sept30 N & Co, Bloomsbury “ 

Drxoys, Georce WILLIAM, Sutton, Surrey Sept 29 Leslie & Cu, Basinghall st 

De_pex, Mary Any, Horton Kirby, Kent Sept 23 Hutchinson & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Dysox, A»w EvizapzTH, 8t Anne’s on the Sea Novi Ware & Mann, York 

Dysos, Witiiam Bie.sy, York, Woollen Merchant Nov1 Ware & Mann, York 

Fawcett, ALFRED SPunyeER, Liverpool Sept 16 Be Oe fined 1 & Co, Liverpool 

Grover, Rev Uctavivs, Torquay Sept 30 Drake & Co, 

Goopatt, Joux, Foremark, Derby, Farmer Novl Badowes &t Sons, Derby 

Grey, Mary Hewpy, Cotbam., Bristol Sept 15 Smith, Fenchurch bidgs 

Guises, Juny, Coventry Sept 30 Kirby & Sonr, Coventr 

Haies, Wiiam, Eccles, Dairyman Sept 29 Bowden & Livesey, Manchester 

hb gnpeixs, Avcusius, Kensington Oct 31 Janson & liege hill 

Hircrcock, Wi .iam, King’s Lynn, Bank Manager Oct 13 Coulton & Son, King’s Lynn 

Horzoyp, Hexay Seana, Newlands, Cape Colony, South Africa Oct4 Barraud & Jupp, 
tt Mildred’s ct ultry 

Jouxsox. Farpenicx Atvazp, Wimbledon Sept 30 Thatcher, Essex st, ——— 

Jounson, Pei xn, Morecambe, t18 Banks & Co, Bradford 

Leiou, Axx Herp Southampton Sept 18 Rudd, Liv S| 











erpoo! 
Lewis, James, Abercarn, Mon, Innkeeper Sept 21 Edwards, Newport, Mon 
Lover, Atrzep Basi, Harpen 





den, Herts Oct 21 Smails & Barker, Buckingham | 


Lone, Mary Ann, Gt Yarmouth 20 Wiltshire & Sons, Gt Yarmouth 
Mayy, Tuomas Guaissy, York, Solicitor Nov1l Ware & Mann, York 

Marsoy, Louisa, Brighton Sept 30 Nicholson & Crouch, Surre — st, Strand 

Mirron, Epwarp Moss, Moseley, Worcester Sept 18 Bradley & uthbertson, Birmingham 
Mospeatt, Henry, Streatham Sept 30 Nicholson & Co, Wath upon Dearne, » 


Rotherham 

Newsom, Tuomas, Lower Bebington, Chester, Banker’s Clerk Sept 25 Hagger, Liverpoo} 

Pearson, Rev CunristopHer Ripiey, 8t Leonard’s on Sea Sept 30 Norris & Spicer, py 
Leonard’s on Sea 

Purtuips, Guy Tay.or, Wellington; Salop Sept15 Manby & Brevitt, Wolverhampton 

Vorter, Jonn, Wensley, Derby, Farmer Sept 4 Potter, Matloc 

Ransox: are Janz, Mount Uswald Cottage, ur Durham Sept 30 Wilson & Qo, 

urham 

Rivine, Georer, Doncaster Sept 19 Baddiley, Doncaster 

Rocers, Rev George Epmunp, Southwater Vicarage, nr Horsham Oct 1 W J&p 
Awdry, Chippenham 

Savory, ExizaBetu, Porchester sq Sept 17 Leighton & Savory, Clement’s inn 

“MITH, KTHEL ANNIE, Marlow, Bucks Sept 49 Meakes, Dulwich 

Sourer, Mary Emma, Herne Hill, Surrey Sept 30 Brooke, Lincoln’s inn fields 

SPENCER, ert Hester Eviza, Biarritz, France Sept 17 ” Rooper & Whateiy, Lincoln's 
inn fields 

Spinner, JakoB Eri, Bombay, India, Merchant Oct2 Sale & Co, Mancheste: 

Sprine.e, WitL14M, Moiyneaux st, Marylebone Sept 30 Barraud &J upp, St Mildred’set 

TayLor, Taye, Liverpooi Sept 25 Woodburn & Holme, Liverpvol 

Senet Harny, Bedminster, Bristol, Tarpaulin Maker Sept 15 Lawrence & (, 

risto! 

Tuackaray, GrorGe, Huvtingdon Sept 30 Maule & Sons, Huntingdon 

Titiina. Ricuarp, Lewisham, Printer Oct 24 Tilling, Devonshire chmbrs, Bishopsgate 

Too.e, James, Warrington, Marine Store Dealer Sept 80 Browne & Co, Warrington 

WALKER, SARAH Hastings Sept 23 Meadows & Co, Hastings 

Way, WILFRED Firz Aan, Southsea Sept 29 Hobbs & Brutton, Portsmouth 

Wixks, Caarces Prescort, Dorman’s Park, Surrey Sept 29 Becher, Bedford row 

Wovpn, *Wituiam Henry, Danbury, Essex t 25 Wood & Co, Birming! 

Woo.rorp, Ricuagp, Folkestone Sept 30 Haines, Folkestone 


London Gazette.—Tvursvay, Aug. 22, 


Avams, Ricnarp, Redhill, Surrey, Grocer Sept 30 Head & Co, Reigate 
Anpverson, Mary Sypney Rutraven, Hove, Sussex Sept18 Welman & Sons, Westbourne 


grove 
Barmore, James, Clapton Sept 30 Daniell & Glover, Great Winchester st 
Baryes, Witiiam, Plymouth Sept 15 Bickle & Wilcocks, Plymouth 
Be.i, Ciara GrouGiana Consett, Eastbourne Nov 10 Kinneir & Co, Swindon 
BrapisH-Eviames, Wiiu14M, Little Marlow, Dorset Oct 1 Gibbons & Arkle, Liverpool 
ee S i seaaee Chapel en le Frith, Derby, Farmer Sept 22 Bennett & Co, Chapel en 
e 
Browne, N: pcg Reigate, Chartered Patent Agent Sept 30 Antill & Arnoli, 
Gresha | 
C.iuLow, Apre.ine Gopwin, Liverpool Sept12 Clarke & Co, Birmingham 
Cortis, Witi1aM Peters, Ferring, Sussex, Farmer Sept 26 Verrall, Worthing 
Craw.ey, Emma AmeE.i4, Brighton Oct9 sStuckey & Co, Brighton 
Davis, Sypyry Mowracur, Hampstead, Stockbroker sept 22 Davis, Albemarle st 
EastHaw, ALIce, Bow nemouth Sept 26 Winders, Bolton 
Eaton, Amos, Leytonstone Sept 23 Naunton & Son, Oxford st 
Hapaye, Fanny, Lymington, Hants Sept 30 Bolton & Co, Temple gdns 
Hag, CBARLOTTE Exiza,Andover, Hants Sept 29 Hawkins & Co, Hitchin, Herts 
Havitanp, Francis Grecory, St Leonards on Sea Oct 10 Janson & Co, Colleg e hill 
ae, Winuiam Henney, Plymouth, Goods Guard Sept 8 Bickle & Wileocks, Ply- 


outh 

Hin, Ri ht Hon Atexanpger Sravetey, Oxley Manor, Stafford, PC, DCL, KC Oct9 
Robinson & Stannard, Eastcheap 

Hockine, Etien, Penzance Sept 28 Wr: ht & Co, Bradford 

Hompureys, Carouine, Kington, Herefo Sept 20 Temple & Philpin, Kington 

Joy, Epuunp, Nelson sq, Blackfriars rd, Printer Sept 21 Lee & Co, Queen Victoria st 

KeEeLianp, Ricuarp, Lapford, Devon, Cattle Dealer Sept 29 J & 8 P Pope, Exeter 

Kemp, Geouce, Kingston upon Hull — Thompson & Co, Hull 

KIRKPATBICK, Jous, Southport Oct 26 Carr, Atherton 

Lestes, SARAH ANN, Kings Norton, Worcester Sept 18 Buller & Cross, Birmingham 

Lomax, Mary Janez, Bury, Lancs Sept 30 Woodcock & Sons, Bury 

Lowraian, Josgps, Pooley Bridge, Westmorland Sept 20 Little & Lamonby, Penrith 

Mason, Jonny, win Furness Sept13 Thompson, Barrowin Furness 

Mrirorp, Georce Manyers, Finborough rd, Earl’s Court Sept 9 Blaber, Great Castle 
st, ent st 

eS + Exeter, Brewer Sept 29 J & 8 P Pope, Exete 

Nico.tt, WituiamM FRepericx, Frithville gdns, Shepherds Buch Bept 30 Starling & 
Wright, Gray’s inn sq 

Nicaoiis, Ayn, Whittington Moor, nr Chesterfield Oct 4 Gratton, Chesterfield 

Pickarb, ‘Tuomas, Stratton, Cornwall, Furmer Sept 30 Peter, Holsworthy, Devon 

Pickuss, Emma, Leeds Sept 20 Crawford, 

Powe tt, ExizasetH WiniFkep, Brixton Sept 80 Cobbin, Broad ct chmbrs, Bow st 

Reep, Prisciuua ANNE, Worthing Sept 19 Hilder & Co, Jermyn st 

Rexs, Tuomas, Bath septs Long, Bath 

Sanpay, Witiiam, Rud ton, Nottungham, Joiner Sept 30 Enfield & Son, Nottingham 

Saunpers, Rosa Hannan, mdon County Lunatic Asylum, Norwood Sept22 Di 


, Welbeck st 
a, Witu1am, Barton under Needwood, Stafford, Builder Sept 30 Richardson, 
r Ashby st, Clerkenwell Sept 30 Smith & Co, John st, Bedford row 
» Market 


urton on Trent 
Smith, E.ien, Up; 
Verco’ Gardener Sept 23 Ward & Hugh-Jones, 


Surry, WILLIAM, 
Harwich 
Sowzrpy, ExvizabetH Ann, South Shields Sept 23 Dickinson & Co, Newcastle upon 


Tyne 

Townenp, Harry Hamiiton, Hamilton rd, Highbury, Broker's Clerk Sept 30 Williams, 
Gracechurch st 

Wane, Evies, Saltaire, York Oct2 Weatherhead & Knowles, Bingley 

Woopmay, Puiu, Westbury upon Severn, Gloucester, Farmer Sept 23 Bryan & Phelps, 
Giow 











Pet t Augi4 Ord Aug 14 


Bankruptcy N otices. | Couzine, 


London Gazette.—Frivay, Aug. 18. | 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Avizs, Arravrz Corrzz, and Frayx Avavatus Wesster, 
a ee Grocers High Court Pet Aug 15 


Bavcasivn Jauts Sypyey, Penarth, Commission Agent 
Car Pet Aug 15 Ord Aug 15 | 


Norfolk, Draper 

Augl0 Ord Aug 16 
Boris, Waiter isaac, Rothwell, Northampton, Boot 
Manufacturer No:thsmpton Pet July 27 Ord Aug 16 | 


Aug 14 


Aug 16 ’Ord Aug 16 


Biacx, Tomas, Holt, Norwich Pet | Davenrort, AL¥aeD Perer, 
| 
| 


Pet Aug 15 Ord Aug 15 


Camrezir, Corix, Leicester 


jcemer Pet Aug 16 Ord Aug 16 | Pet Augi5 Ord Aug 15 


Crazx, Geonroe Wiii1am Woop, Croft, York, Farmer | Exiis, Lioner, Leeds, Actor Leeds Pet Aug 15 Ord 
Stockton on Tees Pet Aug l4 Ord Aug 14 Aug 15} 





| Crake, Josern SHARPE, Geten, Cutler Cheltenham 


Epwarp, Samugt Hatton, Grorgz WAKER, 
Fraxk Se.ieaes, James Seviers, and Witiiam Henny 14 
SxLLers, Ashton under Lyne, Cabinet Makers Ashton 
under Lyne Pet July 10 Ord Aug 14 

Corr, Ropert, Neath, Labourer Neath Pet Aug 14 


Danpysuire, Tuomas, ea Lancs, Tailor Wigan Pet 


monger High Court Pet July19 Ord Aug 1 
| Earp, Atyrgep Joux, Boscombe, Electrical Engineer Poole 


Grindery Manufacturer | Epwarps, ALrzep, Knutsford, Chester, Draper Manchester 





Chartered Accountant 
Sheffield Pet July 19 Ord Aug 14 
Faitu, p eee, Derby, Coach Builder Derby Pet Aug 
0 


Foxon, Ratrpa Lows, Sheffield, 


Aug 14 

Geary, Georcz Harry, and Hexsertr Saitu, Leicester, 
Boot Manufacturers Leicester Pet aug 15 Ord 

Aug 15 

Ord Gentes’ Guana, Lawsense In, Builder High Court Pet 
Fep 28 Ord Aug 11 

Harwoup, James Henry, 7 7 ta Leeds, Painter 
Leeds Pet Augi4 Ord Aug 14 

Jaav, Frank, ‘twickeaham, Schoul Proprietor Brentford 
Pet July 22 Ord Aug 12 

Jurnuakv, JAMES, ‘Veduiugton, Carver Kingston, Surrey 
Pet Aug 15 Ord Aug 15 

Lovyaman, SoLomon, Southsea, Tailor Portsmouth Pé 
Aug l4 Ora Aug i4 

Martix, Witiiam, Bishop's Castle, Salop, Watchmaker 
Leominster Pet Augil5 Ord Aug 15 


Rye In, Peckbam, Cheese- 
6 
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You, Ina, Freethorpe, Norfolk, Drover Gt Yarmouth 
Pet Aug 15 Ord Aug 15 3 

Negam, Cuaries, Gt Wigston, Leicester, Publican 
Pet Aug 16 Ord Aug 16 . 

Ninors, Ranpoirx, Swindon, Wilts, Butcher Swindon 
Pet Aug 14 Ord Aug 14 

Peance, JoszPa Henay, Adwick on Dearne, Yorks, Wheel- 
wright Sheffield Pet Aug15 Ord Aug 15 

Pessett, Fant Houncerrorp, Fulham High Court Pet 
July 11_ Ord Aug 16 

Panis, WiLL1AM, Hatfield, Hereford, Coal Merchant 
Leominster Pet Aug16 Ord Aug 16 

Puxiscton, Rose, Bushbury, Stafford, Grocer 
hampton Pet Aug16 Ord Aug 16 

Proner, WILLIAM, Saddlebow, Norfolk, Market Gardener 
Kiog’s Lynn Pet Augié Ord Aug 16 

Ress, Joun Epwarp Lixooty, Pentre, Glam, Artist 
Pontypridd Pet Aug i4 Ord Aug 14 

fgacer, Henry, Birmingham, Tailor Birmingham Pet 
Aug5 Ord Aug 5 

faarr, Josepn, Armley, Leeds, Coal Merchant’s Manager 
leeds Pet Augi6é Ord Aug 16 

Suarp, Witt1aM Henry, Caversham, Licensed Victualler 
Reading Pet Augi12 Ord Aug 12 

faaw, AnTHUR, and CaarLes Sera Tomttnson, Burslem, 
Earthenware Decorators Hanley Pet Aug 16 Ord 


Wolver- 


Aug 16 

eee, Omantas, Staplegrove, Somerset, Baker Taunton 
Pet aug15 Ord Aug 15 

furs, Heten Constance, Eton, Milliner Windsor Pet 
Augl5 Ord Aug 15 

froner, Freep, Leicester, Builder Leicester Pet Aug 16 
Ord Aug 16 

§raiscer FreperioK, and Grorce WiLu1am Brook, Castle- 

ford, Yorks, Ironmongers Wakefield Pet Aug 4 Ord 
Aug 16 

ein Jous, and Cuartes Hersert Tanner, Raunds, 
Northampton, Builders Northampton Pet Aug 16 
Ord Aug 16 

Tartozn, Eowix Jonny, Sydenham, Kent, Builder Croydon 
Pet July 27 Ord — 16 

Topp, Joan Henry, Leeds, Eating house Proprietor Leeds 
Pet Aug 12 Ord Aug 12 

Tersv, Freperick WIL.1AM, Leeds, Insurance Agent Leeds 
Pet Aug 16 Ord Aug 16 

Wary, Jesse, and Wiu.iaM Hicks, Bournemouth, Builders 
Poole Pet Aug '6 Ord Aug 16 

Wixosor, AntTHUR THomas Henry, Withington, nr Map- 
chester, Greengrocer Manchester Pet Aug 15 0O: 
Aug 15 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Aug 15: 


Bory, Francis Witt1am, Wilmslow, Cheshire, General 
Agent Manchester Pet July 27 Ord Aug 11 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Apaus, Roper? CuHAries, Kingston upon Hull, Hosier 
Aug 29 at 2.30 Off Rec, Trinity House ln, Hull 

Alex, ARTHUR CoTTez, and Franc Avcustus Wenster, 
Ladbroke grove, Grocers Aug 30 at 1 Bankruptcy 
bligs, Carey st 

Askew, Heasext, New Cleethorpes, Tailor Aug 28 at 11 
Off Rec, St Mary’s chmbrs, Gt Grimsby 

Baisseipek, Juseph Watrer, Buxton, Coach Proprietor 
Aug 30 at 11 Off Rec, County chmbrs, Market pl, 
Stock port 

Batxwit, Sypygy Henry, Hatherleigh, Devun, Butcher 
Aug 29 at il 6, Athenzeum ter. Plymouth 

Bisporr, ALFRED Hawiey, Woodford, Essex, Licensed 
Victualler Aug 30at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Borsuaw, Maria, Walsall, Grocer Aug 29 at 12 Off 
Rec, Wolverhampton 

Baravey, Harey. Old Basford, Nottingham, Clerk Aug 
%at 11 Off Rec, 4, Vastle pl, Nottingham 

Caosuaw, George Hersert, Kingston upon Hull Aug 26 
atll Off Rec, Trinity House in, Hull 

Davenport, ALFRED Prtrer, Rye In, Peckham, Cheese- 
monger Aug 3iatil Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Davies, Henry Wituiam Horsman, Croydon Aug 28 at 
1230 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Dovetas, Josian StanpForD, Northampton, Builder Aug 
Wati2 Off Rec, Bridge st, Northampton 

Butio:t, Frank, Aldermanbury, Importer of Straw Goods 
Aug 30at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Euuis, Lionen, Leeds, Actor Aug 28 at 12 Off Rec, 22 
Pa k row, Leeds 

Foster, Eenest Curistoruer Surbiton, Surrey, Ladies 
— Aug 29 at 12.30 24, Railway app, London 


ge 
Faraz, Sanerra Suytu, Twickenham Aug 28at12 14, 
ford row 
Farrar, Apa Marie, Portland rd, Holland pk Aug 28 at 
12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Garrras, AkTHUR Epwarp, Liandrindod Wells, Draper 
Aug 22at2 Off Rec, 42, 8t John’s hill, Shrewsbury 
Hanwoop, James Henry, Stanningley, Leeds, Painter aug 
28 at 11.30 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 
Hii, Faep Atpert, Burton on Trent, Wheelwright Aug 
%atil Off Rec, 47, Full st, Derby 
Hvcurs, Josava, Llandudno Junction, Grocer Aug 28 at 
12 Cryptchmbrs, Eastgate row. Chester 
Hurre.t, Jouy, jun, Darlington, Shoemaker Aug 30 at 3 
Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesbrough 
Matuxsoy, Ben, jun, Harrogate, Yorks, Fancy Draper 
om ha at 2.30 Off Rec, The Red House, Duncombe pl, 
or’ 


Monroas, Tuomas Wittrams, Ystradgynlais, Butcher 

Sat 12 Off Rec, 81, Alexandrard, Swaneee AS 

Norroix, George Frepeniox, Blackheath, Estate Agent 
| 29.at 11.30 24, Railway app, London Brid 

Pace, Harry, Westoning, Bedford, Butcher Aug % at 11 


Messrs Halliley & Morrison, Solicitors, Mill st, Bedford | 


Rave, Epwarp Burtver, Bedford, U, Olsterer A) 
$+ 12 aa Halliley & Morrison," Goliciten, ill 
» Bedfor 
Rexs, Jonn Epwarp Lrxcoty, Pentre, Glam, Art 
®Wat3 135, High st,Merthyr Tydfil ey 


Rovtiepes, Ceci, Orro, Bush In, Cannon st, Traveller 
Aug 28 at 11 Lemnety Carey st 

Guten Cennaan ARTHUR, lord, Confectioner Aug 30 at 
at 11.30 Messrs Halliley & Morrison, solicitors, Mill 
st, Bedford 

Topp, Joun Henry, Leeds, Eating House Proprietor Aug 
28 at11 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Tow, Lucy, and Lzonarp [xomas Ricues, Windsor, Boot 
Retailers Aug 29at3 14, Bedford row 

Warsvurerton, Henry, Bolton, Lancs, General Wire Worker 
Aug 28at3 19, Exchange st, Bolton 

Wixvsor, Aataur Tomas Henry, Withington, Man- 
chester, Greengrocer Aug 26at11 Off Rec, Byrom st, 
Manchester 

ADJUDICATIONS. 


Auten. Antaur Corres, and Frayx Aveustus Wessrer, 
Ladbroke Grocers High Court Pet Aug 15 
Ord Aug 1 ; 

Batons vor, James Sypwey, Penarth, Commirsion Agent 
Cardiff Pet Aug15 Ord Aug 15 

Binporr, ALFRED awtey, South Woodford, Essex, 
Licensed Victualler High Court Pet Aug 12 Ord 


Aug 15 

Buiacx, Tomas, Holt, Norfolk, Draper Norwich Pet 
Aug 10 Ord Aug 16 

Campsett, Cory, Leicester, Grindery Manufacturer 
Leicester Pet Augi16 Ord Aug 16 

Crake, Josepn Sarre, Cheltenham, Cutler Cheltenham 
Pet Aug 14 Ord Aug 14 


CrarK George Witit1am Woop, Croft, York, Farmer 

Stockton on Tees Pet Aug i4 Ord Aug 14 

Cuaytox, Jonx, New Cavendish st, Butcher High Court 
Pet April i Ord Aug 15 

Corr, Rosert, Neath, Labourer Neath Pet Augl4 Ord 
Aug 14 


Darsysuire, Toomas, Hindley, Lancs, Tailor Wigan Pet 
Aug 16 Ord Aug 16 

Earp, ALrrep Jouy, Boscombe, Electrical Engineer Poole 
Pet Aug 15 Ord Aug 15 

Epwarps, ALFRED, Knutsford, Chester, Draper Manchester 
Pet Aug 15 Ord Aug 15 

Exuis, Lioner, Leeds, Actor Leeds Pet Aug 15 Ord 
Aug 15 

Ercues, Freperick Eryvest, Westbury Park, Bristol, Com- 
mercial Traveller Bristol Pet Aug10 Ord Aug 16 

Eaxy Hermann, Hampstead High Court Pet 
h 23 Ord Aug t4 
Frira, Maurice, Derby, Coach Builder Derby Pet Aug 
Aug 14 

Geary, Grorae Harry, and Hersert Smits, Leicester, 
Boot Manufact Leicest Pet Aug 15 Ord 
Aug 15 

Harwoop, James Hewry, Stanningley, Leeds, Painter 
Leeds Pet Aug 14 Ord Aug lé4 

Hoxras.z, James, Upper Parkstone, Dorset, Builder Poole 
Pet July 20 Ord Aug 15 


T’Awson, Rosert, Leeds, Engineer Leeds Pet July 3 
Ord Aug 12 


JeRRrarD, James, Teddington, Carver Kingston, Surrey 
Pet Aug 15 Ord Aug 15 

Kauis, Maurice, Old Kent rd, Tailor High C.urt Pet 
Augil Ord Aug 16 

Lorrwan, Sotomun, Southsea, Hants, Tailor 
Pet Aug14 Ord Aug 14 

Marsu, Joun Strarrorp, Fulham High Court Pet July 
5 Ord Aug 16 

Martin, Witwiam, Bishop’s Castle, Salop, Watchmaker 
Leominster Pet Aug t5 Ord Aug 15 

Mott, Ira, Freethorpe, Norfolk, Drover Gt Yarmouth 
Pet Aug 15 Ord aug 15 

Nepaam, Cuartes, Gt Wigston, Leicester, 
Leicester Pet Aug16 Ord Aug 16 

Nicqgyis, Ranpotps, Swindon, Wiits, Butcher 

t Ang 14 urd Aug 14 

Pearce, Josep Henry, Adwick on Dearne, Yorks, Wheel- 
wright Sheffi-ld Pet Aug15 Ord Aug 15 

Pgarson, George Water Camp, Kingston upon Hull, 
Contractor Kingston upon Mull Pet July 18 Ord 
Aug 16 

Paris, Witiram, Hatfield. Hereford, Coal Merchant 
Leominster Pet Aug 16 Ord Aug [6 

Pi.kinerox, Ross, Bushbury, Stafford, Grocer Wolver- 
hampton Pet Augi6 Ord Aug 16 

Piroraer, WiiiiaMm, Saddlebow, Norfolk, Market Gardener 
King’s Lynn Pet Augi6 Ord Aug 16 

Pressie A ~, Bromley, Kent, Builder Croydon Pet July 
5 Ord Aug 16 

Rers, Joan Epwarp Liycoutn, Pentre, Glam, Artist 
Pontypridd Pet Augi4 Ord Aug 14 

Suarp, Josspn, Armley, Leeds, Cual Merchant’s Manager 
Leds Pet Augi6 Ord Aug 16 

Saare, Wittiam Heway, Ca , Licensed Victualler 
Reading Pet Aug12 Ord Aug 12 

Saaw, Arrsur, end Caries Sera Tomutnson, Burslem, 
a Decorators Hauley Pet Aug 16 Ord 

ug 1 

Smuiru, Cuaries, Staplegrove, Somerset, Baker Taunton 
Pet Aug 15 Ord Aug 15 

Smita, Heren Constance, Eton, Milliner Windsor Pet 
Augi5 Ord Aug 15 

Srarzow, Caaates Henry Buanasy, Croydon, Surrey 

on Pet Aug 10 Ord Augi6 

Tawver, Jony, and Coastzs Hersert Tanner, Raunds, 
Northampton, Builders Northampton Pet Aug 16 
Ord Aug 16 

Tinstey, Wii.1aM, Birkdale, Lancaster, Grocer Liverpool 
Pet July 14 Ord Aug 15 

Topp, Jonny Henry, Leeds, Eat ng house Proprietor Leeds 
Pet Aug 12 Ord Aug 12 

Treny, Freperiox Wiii1aM, Leeds, Insurance Agent Leeds 


Pet ~~ 16 Ord Aug 16 
| Waray, Jzsse, and Wititam Hicks, Bournemoutb, 
B 16 Ord Aug 16 


uiléers Poole Pet A 
Wrsaer, Gores, High st, 
Pet July 26 Ord Aug 14 
Winxvsor, Anravr Tuomas Hewary, Withington, nr Man- 
—— Greengrocer Manchester Pet Aug 15 Ord 
ug 


Forp, 





Portsmouth 


Publican 
Swindon 








Amended notice substituted for that published in 
the London Gazette of Aug 11 : 
Manzxs, Jouy, Clifton hill, Maida Vale, Clerk High Court 
Pet June 14 Ord Aug9 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Forpnam, Joun Danret, East Molesey, Surrey, Builder’s 
Foreman Kingston, y Adjud May 11, 1899 
Annul June 9, 1905 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Aug 22. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Bagiey, Wriuam, Flixton, Lancs, Building Contractor 
Salford Pet June29 Ord Aug 16 
Buiapes, ArtHus Wyrwn, Hessle, York. Cycle Agent 
upon Hull Pet A Aug 19 
Buagey, Revses, Bradford, Wi Blind Maker Brad- 
ford Pet Augi7 Ord Aug 17 
Buiup, Pai, King’s Heath, Worcester, 
irmi Pet Aug 16 Ord Aug 16 
Bovu.pen, Henry, Portsmouth, Hants, Grocer 
Pet Aug 18 Ord Aug 18 
Borrers, SAMUEL, » Coachman Sheffield Pet 
Aug 19 Ord Aug 19 
Camp, Gitpert Nicxiixson, Luton, Butcher Luton Pet 
Aug 18 Aug 18 e 
Coss, Epwarp Tayvor, Alford, Lincs, Cycle Dealer Boston 
Pet aug 15 Ord Aug 19 
RNEST Percy Wi.t1am, Worcester, Carpenter 
Pet Aug19 Ord Aug 19 
Cottey, Joux Tuomas, Maesycwmmer, Mon, Underground 
Timverman Ne , Mon Pet Aug 17 Ord Aug 17 
Feanks, Catugnine, Guisborough Svockton on Tees Pet 
Augi7 Ord Aug 17 
Greenwoup, ALBERT, Hebden Bridge, Yorks, 
Burnley Pet Augi8 Ord Aug 18 ; P 
Hares, ALBERT Joun, Bradford, Electrical Engineer 
Bradford Pet Aug8 Ord Aug 18 - 
Hemmine, Henry, Birmi , Brass Worker Birming- 
ham Pet Aug 17 Aug 17 e 
Hoasen, Percy Rotanp, Lyminge, nr Folkestone, Builder 
Canterbury Pet Augii Ord Aug 18 
Hoop, W H, Milton st, Woollen Merchant High Court 
Pet July i Ord Aug 18 : 
Hortcuessox, Stoney, Lincoln, Greengrocer Lincoln Pet 
Augi7 Ord Assit R y 
Jenkins Moraay, y, Glam, Colliery Repairer Ponty- 
pridd Pet aug i8 Ord Aug 18 3 
Kopp, Goprrey, Old Bond st, Picture Dealer High Court 
Pet July 13 Ord Aug 19 e 
KerreainGuam, ALFrep, Norwich, Fruiterer Norwich Pet 
Aug i9 Ord Aug 19 
Lams, James ALLAN, Birkenhead, Bookkeeper Birkenhead 
Pet Aug 19 Ord 4ug 19 ¥ 
Lozrser, Geore@e, Port Talbot, Glam, Fruiterer’s Assistant 
Neath Pet aug19 Ord Aug 19 
Pauurs, Jous, Wintringham, Yorks, Shoemaker Scar- 
borough Pet a. 17 Ord aug 17 
Peaunson, Henry, Hillsborough, Sheffield, Fishmonger 
Sheffield Pet July 27 Ord Aug 7 
Perrert, Coauces Watuis, Paignton, Devon, Builder 
Piymouth Pet Augs Ord — 
Pues. Wituiam, Mardy, Glam, Colliery Repairer Ponty- 
pridd Pet Augi8 Ord Aug 18 
Se.pacu, Lupwip Pav, St James’s sq High Court Pet 
July 24 Ord Aug il? 
Sheffield Pet 


Swirs, Wittiam James, Sheffield, Grocer 
Aug3 Ord Aug 17 
Suitasoy, Eanest Loner eLp, Malton, Yorks, Bookseller 
Scarborough Pet Aug17 Ord aug 17 
Street, bine wt Petworth, Sussex, Builder Brighton 
rd Aug 18 


CoLuett, 
Ww 


Joiner 


Pet Aug 18 

Strurces, Eranest Cuaries, Victoria Park rd, Provision 
Daler High Court Pet July 25 Ord Aug 17 

Tuaompson, Cuarves, Bollington Cross, Chesver, Innkeeper 
Macclestield Pet Aug17 Ord Aug 17 

Weisz, Samvev, Salford, Furrier Salford Pet July 31 
Ord Aug 16 é 

WIu14Ms, SiLtas, Canton, Cardiff, Brass Founder Cardiff 
Pet aug is Ord Aug 18 

Witiamsox, Joun Rupert, Long Clawson, Leicester, 
Cheese Factor Leicester Pet Augi8 Ord Aug 18 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Bannister, Wituram, Stechford, W ter, C ial 
Traveller Aug 3lat11 191, Corporation st, Birming- 


Batous.or, James Sypwey, The Kymin, Penarth, Com- 
mission Agent Aug 30at12 117, St Mary st, Cardiff 

Be.u, Jacvs, Appleby; Westmorland Aug 30 at 11 Off 
Rec, 1s, Comnwatlis st, Barrow in Furness 

Bessevt, Frayx, Balham Aug 30 at 11.30 24, Railway 


app, London Bridge 
Biack, Tuomas, Holt, Norfolk, Draper Sept 2at1.15 Of 


Rec, 8, Kiog ose ‘ 

Buaxey, Revsey, ford, Window Blind Maker Aug 31 

at 3° Off Rec, 29, Tyrrel st, Bradford 

Bou.psy, Henry, Portsmouth, Grocer Sept 1 at 3.90 Off 
Reo, bridge juoc, High st, Portsmouth 

Brapviey-ArMiTaGk, Ernest, Canterbury, Cycle Agent 
Sept 2ati1 Off Rec, 68, Castie st, Canterbury 

Corp, ears, Neath, os Labourer Sept 1 at 12 Of 

81 1 A wea 


Cronitt, Tuomas Franors Ricumonp, Richmond, Restaurant 
Keeper Aug 31 at 11.30 24, Railway app, London 


Bridge 

Dansysuire, Taomas, Platt Bridge, Hindley, Tailor Aug 
30at3 19, Exchange st, Bolton 

Davison, Mary Jans, Chipping Campden, Gloucester, 
Butcher Aug 30 at 11 191, Corporation st, Birming- 
am 

Dopwe.t, Ricuarp Baayewrs, , Oxford, 
Livery Aldaies, 








Bletchi agton, 
Btable Keeper Aug 31 at 12 1, St 

Oxford 
Earp, ALFaep Jouy, Boscombe, Electrical Engineer Aug 
30 at 3.15 Off Rec, Midland Bank chmbrs, High st, 


Fi -— Ep jun, Birmingham, Builder Aug 31 
ping, Epwarp, jun, at 
7 2 191, Corporation st, Birmingham - 


. 
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Formmax, Atsert Jonx, Norwood, 
Surveyor 


Aug 31 at 12.30 Nie nb app, London 


Garrrzow, Acyrzs, Ab rd, 8t John’s Mage, Court 
Aug 30 at 12 *Bankrup' 
Geary, Grorce Harry, and Herpert 
Boot acturers Aug 31 at12 Off Rec, *s Bonide 


st, Leicester 
Giusox, Cuantes, Lawrence In, Builder Aug 31 at 12 
ptey bldgs, Carey st 
Haznis, Avsert Joun, Bradford, Electrical Engineer 
Sept 5at3 Off Rec, 36, Tyrrel st, Bradford 
Herginc, Henry Davin, and Bernsamrmn Parr, Man- 
ester, Calico a Aug 30 at 3 Off Rec, Byrom 
eM 


JERRARD, JAMES, 0 Carver 1 at 11.30 
24, Railway app, London Bridge “ay 


Frank James, Sutton nets, Wheelwright Aug 


30 at12 191, Co: ion st, 
ag ae Sept 1 at 2.90 
bridge junc, High st, Portemou' 
— Tra, rutherge I ame» Drover Sept 4 at 11.30 
01 
Nepsam, Coaries, Gt Wigston, bg me Publican Aug 
B0at3 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, icester 
— Ranvorra, Swindon, Wilts Butcher Aug 30 at 
“be ff Reo, 38, ‘Regent circus, Swindon 
onde, Freperick, Guildford, Cycle Agent Aug 30 at 
1 » Railway spp. 1 London B Bridge 
Paice, Hexry Joun, nr Reading, Engincers’ 
Draughteman Au aan ” Queen’s Hotel, Reading 
Parsons, Wii114Mm, H wen, Worcester, Frniterer Aug 
31 at 11.30 Off Rec, 199, Wolverhampton st, Dudley 
Pavutix, — Wintringham, Yorks, Shoemaker Aug 31 
at 4 74, Newborough, Scarborough 
Saunalee Grorar Artnur, Tenbury, Worcester, Land 
Agent Aug 3lati11 Off Rec, 199, Wolverhampton st, 


mer ‘ANE HunGrrRrorD, oom oe av, Fulham Sept 1 
atl 


Bankrup 
Seek 8, ey, Kent, Builder Sept l at 3 2%, 
way app, London Bridge 
Rauspex, Mary, Staindrop, Darlington, Draper Aug 30 at 
12 Off Rec, ’30, Mosley st, Newcastle on Tyne 
Szieacu, Lupwie Pavt, bw ———_ sq Aug 31 at ll 


Suarp, Josepx, Arnley, i Coal Merchant’s Manager 
Aug 30 at 11 Off Kec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

SHarp, Wit11aM Heyer, Caversham, Oxford, Licensed 
Victualler Aug 31 at 12.30 Queen's Hotel, Reading 

Smuiro, Cuargies, Stapelgrove, t, Baker’ Sept 9 at 

12.30 10, Hammet st, Taunton 

Sparrow, CHARLES Heway Borwasy, Croydon Sept 1 at 
12.30 24, Railway ef London Brid ge 

Srorer, Frep, = uilder Aug Eh at 12 Off Rec, 


1, ge st, Leicester 
Taxxrox, J — New Hutton, Westmorland, Farmer Aug 
80 at ll 


Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow in Far- 


ness 

Tarsy, Freperiok Wittiam, Leeds Aug 30 at 11.30 Off 
22, Park row, Leeds 

Wanrry, Jrsst, and = Wiit1as Hicks, Bournemouth, 


Pele A Ang 20 at 4 Off Ree, Bank chmbrs, 


Wane ; i Hewes, Wi — —- ow ued 
Aug 30 at 11.30 Off Rec, 26, win st, B 
Woorr, a, Sheffield, Fine Art Dealer ry ‘30 at 
12 Off Rec, Figtree in, — 
Youna, Groncr, Dorset, General Merchant’s 
Aug 30 at 2.30 ‘Ont Rec, Midland Bank chmbrs, 
st, Southampton 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


ALCcocK, geal Bedminster, en, Licensed Victualler 
Bristol Pet Augi Ord Aug 17 
ows ant and Juuivus ALExAnpDER, Newcastle 
me, Steamship Owners Newcastle upon Tyne 

Pet J June 2 2% Ord Aug 16 
Amey ——-. — Farmer Colchester Pet 

13 ug 1 
Baymister, WILLIAM, Stechford, Worcester, Commercial 
Traveller ingham Pet ‘Aug 10 Ord Aug 18 

Buiapes, AsTHur zg #, a Se orks, 14S Agent 


pon 
4-5 Bradford, Win 94 Bina aoe Brad- 

ford Pet Augi7 Ord Aug 17 
Boutpsn, Heyy, Portsmouth, Grocer Portsmouth Pet 


ious, Win a? = 
Bovtpine, Wiasett James, 7 cres, Ni citing Hil 
House Keeper igh Court P uly 14 
Ord Aug 18 
eee Sheffield,Coachman Sheffield Pet Aug 
19 Aug 19 
Coss, Epwasp Taytor, Alford, Lincs, Cycle Dealer 
Boston Pet et Aug 15 Ord Aug 19 
Cottett, Banzst Percy Wi11am, Worcester, Carpenter 
Worcester Pet Augi9 Ord Aug19 
Cottey, Jon | ames cwmmer, Underground 
wy, Bet aug 17 Ord Aug 17 


Cooxsg, Huwazy Joux, ut Surgeon Ports- 
mouth Pet July 22 Ord ‘ng 7 
Davison, Many Janz, Aston, Warwick, Butcher Birming- 
ham Pet July 21 Ord Aug 18 
3 — H, Dorking Croydon Pet Feb 18 Ord 


|; THERINE, Guisborough Stockton on Tees Pet 
Augi7 Ord Aug 17 
Garenwoop, ‘Aizen, Hebden Bridge, Yorks, Joiner 
Burnley Pet Augi8 Ord aug 18 
Hurengssoy, Stover, Lincoln, Lincoln Pet 


Aug 17 Ord A ad 
Isaacs, JupAn, Gray Houndsditch, a Manufacturer 
x a Pet June oot Aug 18 eens 
‘AGO, ool Proprietor Bren’ 
Pet auly’ 22 Ord Aug _ 


Jenxins, sy Sy) edema Ponty- 
Kerrerivauam, ALFRED, Norgich, Fruiterer Norwich 
Pet Aug 19 Ord Aug 19 


-— a ~ Atay, Bi caaiend, Bookkeeper Birken- 
19’ Ord Aug 19 


Longe, G rn, Groncn, Fort ‘ort Talbot, Glam, Fruiterer’s Assistant 
nae 


beravon Pet Avg19 Ord A 
ottenham "frigh Court 
Pet July 19 Ord A 


yon Saver nvorTO 
Pavix, ~ ag hy Wintvinghem, rome, Shoemaker Scar- 

ugh Pet Aug ta Ord Aug 17 
Pgarsz, HABLES Joun, Leeds, Boot Factor Leeds Pet 
B. 3 5 eR: en te Darlington, Dra N th 
AMSDEN, Mary, mn, per Newcastle 
Pet July 27 Ord Aug 16 

gham, Tailor Birmingham Pet 


ug 18 
oe. hee Fim Sheffield, Grocer Sheffield Pet 
19 





Aug 3 ug 
Suitusoy, Ernest Loneriztp, Malton, ume, Bookseller 
Scarborough Pet Aug17 Ord Aug 17 } 
Tasak, LEOpoLp, Ly tomy pam, Tobacconist High Court 
Pet July3 Ord Aug 17 
oa Hersert, Bristol, Licensed Victualler Bristol 
Pet ag 26 Ord Aug 17 
Txompson, Cuanxzs, Bollington Cross, am, Innkeeper, 
Macclesfield Pet Augi7 Ord Aug 17 
Vanperpump, Grorce James, South sq, Gray’s inn, Solicitor | 
High Court Pet A ril 6 Ord Aug 19 
Wane Samugt, Salford, Lancs,Furrier Salford Pet July | 
31 Ord Aug 19 
Witxrams, 811s, Canton, Cardiff, Brass Founder Cardiff 
Pet Aug18 Ord Aug 18 
Wittiamson, Jonn Ropert, Long Clawson, Kustesshan, Change 
Factor Leicester Pet Aug 18 Ord Aug 18 


Amended notice substituted - that pans inthe | 
London Gazette of Aug 15 
Parson, Epwiy, I a Potato Merchant Ipswich 
Aug 10 Ord las? ” 





Annual Subscriptions, WHICH MUST BE PA 
IN ADVANCE: Soxtorrors’ JovrNat 
WEEKLY REPORTER, in Wrapper, 52, 
post-free. Soutcrrors’ JOURNAL only, 2a | 
Country, 288. ; Foreign, 30s.4d. Wr 
REPORTER, in Wrapper, 26s. ; Counteil 
Foreign, 28s. 


| Where difficulty is experienced in procuring 
Soxicrrors’ JOURNAL with regularity i 
requested that application be made direct 
the Publisher, at 27, Chancery-lane. 


| Volumes bound at the Office—cloth, 26. 9d. ; half 
law calf, 58. 6d. 








MERRYWEATHER. LONDON 2 


MERRYWEATHERS’ “VALIANT” STEAM 
PUMP AT WORK. 





Write for Illustrated Pamphlet No. 8290. | 
MERRYWEATHER & SONS, 63, LONG ACRE, W.C., LONDON, : 


FIRE ENGINE MAKERS TO HM. THE KING. 


MERRYWEATHER 


On FIRE PROTECTION and WATER SUPPLY|, 
To COUNTRY MANSIONS, ESTATES, &c. 


The ‘‘ VALIANT'’® is adapted for every kind off 
Pumping Work, including— 

Fire Protection, 

Water Supply to Houses and Farms, 

Watering Cattle, 

Pumping Out Ponds, 

Irrigating Land, 

Watering Lawns and Gardens, 

Washing Hops, Fruit Trees, &c., &c¢, ‘ 


THE LICHTEST AND MOST POWERFUL PUMP ON 
THE MARK 


Weight 6} cwt. Simple in Construction. 


AS SUPPLIED TO-— 


poner) - 
Sidney Harrison, 
Wilberforce — Esq. 
A. MacKenzie, Esq., 











MUTUAL LOAN FUND ASSOCIATION, | 
LIMITED. 


For the CONVENIENCE of their CITY CLIENTS the 
Directors have opened a BRANCH at 23, BUCKLERS- 
BURY, MANSION HOUSE. 


—. AGENCY PUPIL. — Factor, 

large Scotch estates in one of the most | 

Lettie » oe of the country, has Vacancy for an Out 

Pupil.—Particulars as to premium — &c., may be | 

had on applying to Factor, care of Keith & Co., ver= | 
tising Agents, Kdinburgh. 


LAS DETECTIVE, educated, experienced, 











tegri' 
female assistants.—Miss meeeoe’ 241, Shaftesbury-avenue, | 
-street. 
writing 
» & 
Deeds — 


Undertakes Private and Confidential Inquiries; Divorce, | 
(two doors from) New Oxford: 
AW.—GREAT SAVING. — = 2 nemo 
Abstracts Copi 8 sheet. 
Briefs and tern 3 a 20 folios. 
Full Copi eee 
PAPER. iecuen. 1a. “per sheet sheet ; 
Parchment, 1s. 6d. to be. 6d. per skin. 





Commercial, &c.; strict in’ moderate fees ; ‘male and | 
payment ge an. will be taken off the X 
Deeds Round Hand 2 per folio. 
0 sheet. 
KERR & LANHAM, 16, Furnival-street, Holborn, E.C, 


OO SOLICITORS and Others. — tc 
‘Wanted for 23 Volumes (unbound) of the “ 
Journal”’ (1880-1908), good condition and clean.—H., 19” 
Stapleton Hall-road, N. 


LD JEWRY.— OFFICES.— The enti 
upper part of one of the ee houses, and 
basement (with strong room), to Let, as a whole oF 
divided, from March next.—Apply, J. BR. Coorzn, Eaqy 

35, Old ‘Jewry, E.C. 


iP VESTMENT. — Holder of Patents of” 
group of valuable Inventions relating to article of 
every-day universal demand Requires one or two Persons ‘. 
to Form Small Syndicate; no company promoters; highest — 
references required and given — ee Locgs, Box § if 
Willing’s, 125, Strand, London, W ys 


| £32, 000 to be Lent out on Mortgeges | 


Flats or Weeklies not entertained,— | 
| oe. Murrcace DerarTur$t, Lumleys (Limited), 8&7 
| James’s House, 22, St. James’s-street, 8. 4 


First Mortgage Debentures i” 

Water and Gas Company incorporated by” 

| special Acts of Parliament, to be Sold to close estate, @~ 
pay nearly 4} per cent., with three months’ one interest, 
Address ‘I RUsTEE, care of J. W. Vickers, 5, Nicholas 

















OANS ADVANCED, at moderate interest, 
4 on Freeholdsand Bienes Leaseholds. —Apply, Maxag 
Star Lido Assunause Society, 82, Moorgate-street. 











